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DECISIONS 


COMMISSIONER  OF  PATENTS 


THE    YS:AIi    1908. 


MuRPHT  V.  Borland. 

PATENT  INTBBFEBENCE. 

Decided  November  t9,  X907. 
ia2  O.  G.,  231. 

L  IirmroEHOE — DisBOLunon — Motion  Altebn atitc — Indefiritb. 

A  motion  to  dlMolve  alleging  that  each  of  tbe  coants  of  the  Issue  ts  antici- 
pated or  neccftsarllT  limited,  so  as  to  prevent  tbem  from  being  read  apon 
the  devices  of  both  of  the  dij^Ilii  111  |iH!ji  iit^geyen  enumerated  patents,  is 
IndeOnite.  t>ecause  the  a^(^^^i^lUt>^j4'^^^'*^  anticipated  or  limited 
is  in  the  alternative  a^fo^tb^  motion  does  not  'N^e^falcfa  counts  are  to  be 
nrg«d  as  anticipated  and  whlGb.UmUe^  Bw:-idpes  It  sWte  which  of  the  pat- 
eota  are  relied  npon  tor  antlcWimi^Wd  VtiOA  fqr  r^trictlon. 
2.  Same — Bedeci-auii — A^f^^lN  Dissolve  RELAUH^fiyuLD  Ain>  New  Coithts. 
A  motion  to  dissolve  iMcdjw^t^eiralB|i^re^Mrof  an  interference  with 
additional  counts  directed  lii*nii  iinT  ||||'ltiiTl  rnTnii  new  counts  Held  to  have 
t>e^  properly  refused  transmission  so  far  as  It  related  to  the  old  counts,  no 
showing  being  made  why  this  part  of  the  motion  was  not  brought  in  the 
proper  time, 
8.  Same — DissoLimon — Uotioh  CovERiifa  ^^AnsuissiBLE  and  Noh-Trahbuih- 
SIBLB  Oeovndb. 
The  tact  that  a  statement  of  a  ground  for  dissolution  of  an  Interference 
covers  two  sets  of  counts,  as  to  one  set  of  which  It  Is  proper  to  transmit  the 
motion  and  as  to  the  other  of  which  transmission  la  improirer.  is  not  a  sulH- 
clent  reason  for  refusing  transmission  of  the  motion  as  a  whole.     Tbe 
motion  should  be  transmitted  as  to  the  set  of  counts  which  wonid  be  other- 
wise transmitted. 
4   Same — Same — Morion  Alleging  Bae  of  Pbiob  Erowledob  aho  Use. 

A  motion  to  dissolve  alleging  the  bar  of  prior  knowlei^e  and  use  should 
not  be  tmnamttted.  {rhom»on  and  Unbehend  v.  Bitley,  C.  D.,  IS94,  43;  66 
0.  G.,  1596;  Davin  v,  ««:(/(,  C.  D.,  1901,  134;  96  O.  O.,  2400:  f^hrum  v. 
Baumoartm,  G.  D„  1903.  ISO;  104  O.  G.,  5TT;  Corif  el  al.  v.  Blnkey,  O.  D., 
1906,  U«;  116  O.  O.,  1328.) 


2  decisions  op  the  commissioneb  or  patents. 

Appeal  on  Motion. 

LOCK. 

Messrs.  Seymour  <fi  Earle  for  Murphy. 
Messrs.  Cobum  <&  McBoberts  for  Borland. 

Moore,  Commissioner: 

Both  parties  to  this  interference  h&ve  appealed  from  the  decision 
of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  on  Murphy's  motion  to  transmit  a 
motion  to  dissolve.  Murphy  appeals  from  the  refusal  to  transmit  all 
grounds  of  the  motion  to  dissolve  except  grounds  10  and  11,  while 
Borland  appeals  from  the  transmis^on  of  these  grounds. 

This  interference  was  originally  declared  with  two  counts,  and 
motions  were  brought  to  dissolve  the  interference  and  to  add  addi- 
tional wunts  to  the  interference.  The  Primary  Examiner  acted  upon 
the  motions  on  July  9,  1907,  and  redeclared  the  interference,  adding 
counts  3  to  9.  New  preliminary  statements  were  filed  covering  Uie 
invention  of  the  added  counts. 

Ground  1  of  the  motion  to  dissolve  was  refused  transmission  for 
the  reason  that  it  is  not  sufficiently  specific.    This  ground  alleges — 

that  additional  Iseuea  (counts)  3,  4,  6,  6,  7.  8  and  9  and  each  of  them  are  and  li 
anticipated  or  necessarily  limited  so  as  to  prevent  them  and  eB<A  of  them  from 
being  read  upon  the  devices  of  both  of  the  parties,  in  view  of  the  following 
anticipatorr  or  restrictive  patents  and  eacb  of  them,  namelr: 

Here  follow  seven  enumerated  patents.  The  Examiner  of  Interfer- 
ences held  that  although  anticipation  is  alleged  in  view  of  several 
patents  and  each  of  them  it  appears  from  the  remainder  of  the  mo- 
tion that  Murphy  does  not  rely  upon  an  anticipation  of  the  issue  by 
these  patents  taken  singly,  and  since  this  ground  does  not  state  how 
they  are  to  be  combined  it  is  not  sufficiently  specific  While  in  some 
of  the  following  grounds  of  the  motion  Murphy  has  combined  two  or 
more  of  these  patents,  in  others  he  uses  them  singly.  It  is  not  thought 
that  the  inference  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  is  warranted 
or  necessarily  true.  This  ground,  howe\er,  appears  to  be  clearly 
indefinite,  for  the  following  reasons:  The  allegation  is  in  the  alterna- 
tive that  the  counts  are  "  anticipated  or  necessarily  limited ;  "  but  the 
motion  does  not  state  which  counts  Murphy  intends  to  urge  as  being 
anticipated  and  which  limited,  nor  does  it  state  which  of  the  patents 
cited  he  relies  upon  to  show  anticipation  and  which  for  restriction  of 
the  counts.  Limiting  the  meaning  of  the  issues  is  not  of  itself  a  rea- 
son for  dissolving  the  interference,  and  the  statement  "so  as  to  pre- 
vent them  and  each  of  them  from  being  read  upon  the  devices  of  both 
of  the  parties  "  leaves  the  motion  indefinite  as  to  which  party  cannot 
make  the  restricted  counts  or  whether  the  motion  contemplates  argu- 
ing it  against  each  party.  The  opposite  party  would  evidently  be 
quite  at  sea  as  to  what  would  be  urged  under  this  ground.  Grounds 
2, 3, 4,  6,  and  12  of  the  motion  are  also  indefinite,  for  th»  sa 
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Grounds  2,  4,  5,  6,  7,  9,  and  13  were  refused  transmission  by  the 
Eiaminer  of  Interferencee  because  tbej  "  apply  to  counts  in  the  inter- 
ference when  originally  declared."  Murphy  contends  that  inasmuch 
as  the  interference  was  redeclared  to  include  additional  counts  it  is  a 
new  interference  for  all  purposes  and  gives  him  the  right  to  bring  a 
new  motion  to  dissolve  respecting  the  old  counts  as  a  matter  of  course. 
This  contention  is  unwarranted.  The  interference  retained  its  old 
serial  number  and  the  preliminary  statements  on  file  as  to  the  original 
counts.  Motions  to  dissolve  based  upon  the  same  grounds  as  those 
formwly  urged  should  not  be  transmitted  as  to  the  original  counts, 
nor  should  new  grounds  be  transmitted  as  to  said  counts,  without  a 
proper  showing  in  excuse  of  the  delay  in  bringing  the  motion.  Bor- 
land contends  that  by  analogy  to  the  court  practice  concerning  as- 
ognments  of  error  grounds  of  the  motion  covering  both  the  original 
counts  and  the  added  counts  should  not  be  transmitted  because  they 
cover  two  propositions — the  adjudicated  matter  of  the  original  counts 
and  the  new  matter  of  the  added  counts.  It  is  not  the  intention  in  the 
practice  r^arding  the  framing  of  motions  to  dissolve  to  follow  the 
technical  rules  of  the  courts,  but  merely  to  require  that  the  motions 
AtAl  clearly  and  definitely  set  forth  the  points  to  be  urged.  The  fact 
that  a  ground  includes  some  counts  that  cannot  be  transmitted  is 
believed  to  constitute  no  valid  reason  for  refusing  transmission  as  to 
the  remaining  counts.  All  of  the  grounds  except  7  and  9  refused 
transmis^on  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  for  the  above  reason 
should  not  be  transmitted  for  other  reasons  stated  herein. 

Although  grounds  7  and  9  include  both  the  original  and  added 
counts,  they  are  based  on  matter  not  urged  in  the  former  motion  to 
dissolve,  and  Murphy  has  stated  reasons  in  excuse  of  the  delay  in  not 
urging  said  matter  sooner.  The  original  counts  1  and  2  stand  so 
related  to  the  added  counts  that  whatever  conclusion  the  Examiner 
reaches  regarding  the  dissolution  of  the  interference  as  to  the  latter 
counts  would  probably  be  applicable  to  the  former.  For  these  rea- 
sons grounds  7  and  9  should  be  transmitted  as  to  all  the  counts. 

Grounds  3, 4,  and  5  allege  the  bar  of  prior  knowledge  and  use  based 
ujtaa  the  affidavit  of  one  Plumb.  These  grounds  were  properly 
refused  transmission  under  the  well-established  practice  set  forth  in 
ThoTiiaonand  Uvhehend-v.  Hisley,  (C.  D.,  1894,  43;  66  O.  G.,  1596;) 
Davit  V.  Swift,  (C.  D.,  1901,  134;  96  O.  G.,  2409;)  Skrum  v.  Baum- 
garten,  (C.  D.,  1903,  156;  104  O.  G.,  577;)  Cory,  Gebkart,  and  Mar- 
tin,  Jr.,  V.  Blakey,  {C.  D.,  1905,  116;  115  O.  G.,  1328.)  Murphy 
contends  that  because  these  decisions  refer  primarily  to  the  bar  of 
public  use  the  practice  set  forth  therein  is  not  applicable.  This  con- 
tention, however,  is  not  well  taken,  since  the  bar  of  prior  knowledge 
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ttttd  uee  alleged  in  the  Plumb  affidavit  vould  have  to  be  proved  in  a 
manner  similar  to  the  bar  of  public  us& 

Ground  8  of  the  motion  consists  of  an  argument  pointing  out 
alleged  error  in  the  decision  of  the  Primary  Examiner  on  Uie  prior 
motion  to  dissolve.  It  was  properly  refused  trananission,  as  setting 
forth  no  proper  ground  for  di8soluti(»i. 

In  Borland's  appeal  from  the  transmission  of  grounds  10  and  11  he 
urges  that  these  grounds  are  Indefinite  in  that  they  do  not  specifically 
indicate  whether  the  patents  to  Koche,  cited  therein,  are  to  be  consid- 
ered with  one  or  all  of  the  pat^its  to  Newell,  Munger,  and  Taylor. 
It  appears  to  be  clear,  however,  that  each  of  these  patents  taken  singly 
is  relied  upon  to  disclose  the  "  broad  idea "  mentioned.  The  terms 
"■  basic  invention  "  and  "  broad  idea  "  are  not  believed  to  render  these 
grounds  indefinite,  as  contended  by  Borland. 

Ground  10  states  that  it  applies  to  counts  4  and  9 ;  but  ground  11 
does  not  state  what  counts  it  is  urged  against,  and  for  that  reason  is 
indefinite  and  should  not  be  transmitted.  {Heyne,  Hayisard,  and 
McCarthy  v.  De  VUbiss,  Jr.,  C.  D.,  1906,  450;  125  O.  G.,  669.) 

Grounds  7,  9,  and  10  should  he  transmitted.  The  decision  of  the 
Examiner  of  Interferences  is  accordingly  reversed  aa  to  grounds  7,  9, 
and  10  and  is  affirmed  as  to  the  remaining  grounda. 


Ex  PARTE  WeNZELMANN  AND  OvBRHOLT. 
APPLICATION   FOR   PATENT. 

DecideA  December  B,  1907, 
132  O.  G.,  232. 

1,  iNTEBFEBBnoii — Decision  oh  Peiohtt — Tcstimout  as  to  Public  TTbb. 

Where  after  n  decision  on  priority  In  favor  of  G.  tias  become  floal,  public- 
use  proceedlDga  nre  ioatituted  la  view  of  a  protest  of  W.  and  O.,  tbe  deci- 
sion on  priority  will  not  l>e  set  aside  In  view  of  the  testimony  talten  In 
that  proceeding. 

2.  Ihtkbference  and  Public-Use  Pboceedinos. — Mattkbs  at  Isbci!  Diffebbnt. 

The  matters  at  laene  In  an  interference  and  In  public-use  proceedinea  are 
dlfFerent,  and  the  testimony  taken  in  the  latter  cannot  be  held  coaclusire 
of  the  question  of  priority  of  Invention. 

On  Petition. 

waoor-dump  ob  tbi  vtem. 

Messrs.  Bacon  <&  MUans  for  the  applicants. 
Moore,  Gom/missioner: 

This  is  a  petition  by  Wenzelmann  and  Overholt  that,  acting  under 
my  supervisory  authority,  I  issue  an  order  setting  aside  the  judgment 
adverse  to  petitioners  in  the  interference  GUman  v.  Wenzelmann  and 
Overholt. 
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It  appears  that  petitioners'  applioition  was  inTolved  in  an  interfer- 
ence -wiih  ui  applicatJon  of  Gilman ;  that  on  April  3,  190ft,  the  Ex- 
aminer  of  Interferences  awarded  priority  of  invention  in  favor  of 
Gilman,  holding  that  the  only  witness  called  to  support  the  testimony 
of  the  joint  inventors,  Wenzelmann  and  Overholt,  failed  to  corrobo- 
rate thdr  testimony,  and  tiiat  their  testimony  alone  was  insufficient  to 
prove  the  dates  of  conception  and  reduction  to  practice  alleged  in 
their  preliminary  statement  After  the  termination  of  said  interfer- 
ence petitioners  filed  a  protest  against  the  issuance  of  a  patent  to 
Gilman,  on  the  ground  that  the  invention  was  in  public  use  more  than 
two  years  prior  to  the  filing  of  Oilman's  applicatdoa.  A  public-use 
proceeding  was  thereupon  instituted.  Gilman  took  no  testimony  in 
said  proceeding,  and  upon  the  evidence  filed  by  Wenzelmann  and 
Overholt  the  Primary  Examiner,  in  a  decision  in  the  proceeding  ren- 
dered August  19, 1907,  held  that  a  bar  of  two  years'  public  use  against 
Gilman's  application  was  established  and  fixed  a  limit  of  appeal  to 
expire  September  9, 1907.  Petitioners  contend  (hat  the  same  evidence 
upon  which  the  Primary  Examiner  found  the  existence  of  the  public- 
use  bar  against  GLlman's  application  also  establishes  the  fact  that  they 
are  the  prior  inventors  and  fills  out  the  proof  (hat  was  lacMng  in  the 
interference  proceeding;  also^  that  said  use  was  less  than  two  years 
prior  to  the  filing  of  their  application  and  does  not,  therefore,  bar 
them  from  receiving  a  patent. 

The  matters  at  issue  in  on  interference  proceeding  and  a  public-use 
proceeding  are  different,  and  it  is  for  this  reason  that  testimony  tak«i 
on  the  questi<m  of  priority  in  an  interference  is  not  used  on  the  issue 
of  public  use  without  further  proceedings,  in  which  the  party  ad- 
versely affected  is  given  an  opportunity  to  cross-examine  the  witnesses 
with  that  issue  framed  and  to  produce  witnesses  to  explain  the  evi- 
dence. {Ex  parte  Weher,  C.  D.,  1902, 457 ;  101  O.  G.,  2570.)  For  the 
same  reason  testimony  taken  in  the  public-use  proceeding  cannot  be 
held  conclusive  of  the  question  of  priority  of  invention  and  ^ould 
not  be  used  against  Gilman  without  the  institution  of  a  second 
interference. 

The  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  held  in  Black- 
ford V.  Wilder  (C.  D.,  1907,  491;  127  O.  G.,  1255)  and  Eorine  v. 
Wende  (C.  D.,  1907,  615;  129  O.  G.,  2858)  that  a  second  interferoice 
upon  the  same  subject-matter  should  not  be  instituted  between  the 
same  parties;  also,  that  the  subject-matter  of  the  second  interference 
is  rea  adjudicaia  by  reasro  of  the  first  interference,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  this  Office  bad  in  each  of  the  above  cases  awarded  prior- 
ity upon  the  additional  testim<Hiy  taken  in  the  second  interference  to 
the  party  defeated  in  the  first  interference.  In  the  second  cas?  cited 
above  Wende  petitioned  that  in  view  of  tiiese  facts  I  exercise  my 
esoae— H.  Doc.  1S4&,  60-2 2 


6  DECISIONS  OF  THE  COMMISSIONEB  OF   PATENTS. 

supervisory  authority  and  reinstate  Uie  first  interference.  {Wend«  v. 
HoHne,  C.  D.,  1907, 266 ;  130  O.  G.,  1311.)  The  reasons  for  denying 
that  petition  are  largely  applicable  in  Uiis  case.  This  petition  is  even 
of  less  merit,  for  Wenzelmann  and  Overholt  have  not  requested  a  re- 
instatement of  the  first  interference,  but  that  the  decision  in  the  inter- 
ference be  arbitrarily  set  aside. 

The  contention  of  Wenzelmann  and  Overholt  that  no  additional 
consideration  of  the  testimony  taken  in  the  public-use  proceeding 
will  be  necessary  in  view  of  the  decision  of  the  Primary  Examiner  is 
not  warranted,  for  while  the  Primary  Examiner  held  that  a  device 
embodying  the  invention  in  question  was  constructed  and  successfully 
operated  at  a  date  more  iha,n  two  years  prior  to  that  claimed  by  Oil- 
man he  did  not  hold  that  it  was  the  invention  of  Wenzelmann  and 
Overholt.  Petitioners  have  had  their  day  in  the  Patent  Office  so  far 
as  proceedings  relating  to  priority  of  invention  are  concerned,  and  if 
they  have  a  remedy  under  section  4916  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
they  contend,  it  is  an  additional  reason  why  the  regular  order  of  pro- 
ceedings should  not  be  disturbed. 

It  is  further  noted  that  the  claims  of  Oilman  have  not  as  yet  been 
rejected  in  his  ea;  parte  application,  and  since  when  rejected  he  un- 
doubtedly has  a  "right  of  appeal  under  section  4909,  Revised  Statutes, 
the  question  of  the  public-use  bar  cannot  be  said  to  be  finally  estab- 
lished, as  contended  by  petitioners. 

The  petition  is  denied. 


Ex  PABTB  The  Cobb  Mandfactubino  0>mpant. 

APPLICATION  FOR  KBOISTRATION  OF  TRAnE-MARK. 

Decided  November  7,  1007. 
182  O.  0.,  283. 

1.  Tbade-SIarks — Descbiftive — Nor  REaisTRAiiLE. 

A  word  or  phrase  wbicb  1b  not  deecrliitive  of  the  iDgrMIentn  or  cbarac- 
terlsticB  of  an  ftrtlcle  of  merchandise  to  vhlch  It  Is  applied  te  not  registra- 
ble If  It  Is  deecriptlve  of  the  uses  to  which  tbe  same  may  be  put. 

2,  Sauk — "  Silveb  Dip  " — Descbiptite. 

Tbe  words  "Silver  Dip"  aa  a  trade-marh  for  a  preparation  In  wblcb 
silver  articles  may  be  dipiied  or  immersed  for  tbe  purpose  of  cleaning 
tiiem  Is  descriptive,  and  lieace  not  regiatrable. 

On  Apfsal. 

TBASB  UABK  FOB  OLKANinO  COUFOUND  FOB  8]XVK>,  Bia 

Mesurs.  Ueidman  c&  Street  for  the  applicant. 
BtLLiNos,  Assistant  Conwiisaioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade- 
Marks  refusing  to  re^ster  the  words  "  Silver  Dip "  as  a  trade- 
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mark  for  cleaning  compound.  In  the  applicant's  statement  it  is 
made  to  appear  by  amendment  that  the  article  to  which  the 
trade-mark  is  applied  is  ^  for  cleaning  and  polishing  metals, 
plate-glass,  mirrors  etc.,  in  Class  Xa  8,  Detergents."  It  appears 
however,  on  the  label  which  has  been  filed  with  the  application,  that 
the  merchandise  is  used  for  "  cleaning  and  polishing  silver  and  other 
fine  metals."  It  is  also  stated  that  "it  finishes  the  silver  like  new 
and  delays  retarnishing."  The  following  extracts  are  also  taken  from 
the  label: 


The  following  directions  also  appear: 

Dip  Ui«  niivet  Into  tbe  Jar  and  stir  slightly.  Lay  aside  and  wipe  briskly  wttb 
a  soft  dry  clotb.    Finish  polishing  wltb  chamois  skin. 

Jar  should  be  well  shaken  before  opening.  For  large  pieces  put  a  little  of 
w«]t  mixed  solution  in  a  saucer,  apply  with  cloth. 

As  stated  by  the  Examiner,  one  of  tbe  definitions  in  the  Century 
Dictionary  of  the  word  "  dip  "  is  "Any  liquid  into  which  something 
is  to  be  dipped."    The  Examiner  says : 

As  an  illnstratton  of  the  use  of  the  word  "dip,"  the  following  quotatioa  Is 
CiTeu: 

"The  broniing  dip  may  be  prepared  by  dlsaoMng  in  1  gal.  hot  water  }  lb. 
each  percfalorlde  of  iron  and  perchloride  of  copper.  The  metal  should  not  be 
allowed  to  remain  In  this  dip  any  longer  than  Is  necessary  to  produce  thA 
dedred  colour.     (Worluhop  Receiptt,  2d  ser.,  p.  244.)" 

The  applicant  states  in  his  brief : 

WbUe  It  Is  true  that  the  artlcle-T-stlver,  gold  or  glass — may  be  dipped  Into 
the  preparation,  there  la  no  su^estloB  in  these  words  of  the  qualities.  Ingre- 
dioits,  or  characteristics  of  the  preparation  to  which  It  Is  applied. 

The  contention  that  a  word  or  phrase  is  registrable  as  a  trade-mark 
because  it  does  not  describe  the  ingredients  or  characteristics  of  the 
article  of  merchandise  to  which  the  word  or  phrase  is  applied  is  not 
well  taken  when  that  word  or  phrase  \s  clearly  descriptive  of  the  uses 
to  which  the  goods  may  be  put.  It  is  very  clear  that  the  ^ords 
"  Silver  Dip  "  signify  a  preparation  in  which  silver  articles  may  be 
dipped  or  immersed  for  the  purpose  of  cleaning  the  silver  or  giving 
those  articles  the  appearance  of  silver.  This  being  the  fact,  and  this 
fact  is  cot  cmtroverted  by  the  appellant,  it  is  very  clear  that  any  manu- 
facturer who  puts  upon  the  market  such  a  preparation  has  a  right  to 
designate  it  as  "  silver  dip."  The  principle  upon  which  a  word  or 
phrase  used  as  a  trade-mark  may  be  refused  registration  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  descriptive  is  based  upon  the  fact  that  such  word  or 
phrase  is  open  to  the  use  of  any  one,  and  consequently  is  not  such  an 
arbitrary  or  fanciful  mark  as  to  make  it  capable  of  exclusive  appro- 
priation. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks  is  a^rmed. 


8  DECIEIONE   OP  THE   COMMISSIONEB  OF   PATENTS. 

WHITTEMOHli    BhOB.    &    Co.    V.    C.    L.    HaUTHAWAT    &    SoNB,    InCOB- 


04NCELATI0N. 

Decided  November  BS,  1007. 
1S2  O.  G.,  233. 

1.  TbadB'Uabkb — Carcelatior — Showing    That    RsaiBTBAiiT    vab    Not    the 

Sole  Ubeb  Ihbufficient. 
Where  a  mark  was  registered  Under  tbe  "  ten-years  "  clause  of  section  6 
of  the  Itade-Mark  Act  of  190C,  a  showing  that  tbe  registrant  was  not  the 
sole  user  of  the  mark  during  the  ten  years  nest  preceding  the  passage  of 
that  act  Is  not  sufficient  to  Jnstify  tbe  cancelation  of  tbe  mark. 

2.  Saub — Saue — "  Exclusive  Use." 

The  phrase  "  exclusive  use  "  In  the  "  ten-years  "  clause  of  section  5  of  tbe 
act  of  1005  does  not  mean  "  sole  use,"  but  tbe  right  to  exclude  otbers  from 

3.  Saue — Sake — Testimont  Iupbopbb  Rgbdttal. 

Testimony  tending  to  show  use  of  the  mark  In  Issue  bj  parties  other  than 
tbe  parties  to  the  controversy  Heli  to  be  improper  rebuttal. 

4.  Sake — Sake — Use  of  Descbiftivx  Tebu. 

Where  the  registrant  has  shown  exclusive  use  of  tbe  word  "  Hautba- 
way's  "  tot  ten  years  next  preceding  the  passage  of  the  act  of  19Wi,  HelA  that 
It  is  entitled  to  register  tbe  mark  "  Hantbaway's  I^nn  Burnishing  Ink  " 
even  If  tbe  term  "  Lynn  Burnishing  Ink  "  has  become  tbe  name  of  an  article 
of  commerce. 

Appeal  from  Examiner  of  Interferences. 

TBADE-MABK    FOB   BDBIflSHIIte-IIfK. 

iir.  Faiisi  F.  Crampton  for  Whittemore  Bros.  &  Co. 
Messrs.  Macleod,  Calver,  CopeUmd  <&  Dike  for  C.  L.  Hauthaway  ft 
Sons,  Incorporated. 

BiiLiNos,  Assistant  Com/missioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interfer- 
ences dismissing  the  application  of  Whittemore  Bros.  &  Co.  for  the 
cancelation  of  Trade-Mark  No.  47,887,  registered  to  C.  L.  Hautha- 
way &  Sons,  Inc. 

The  mark  is  shown  and  described  as  consisting  of  the  words 
"  Hauthaway's  Tjyan  Burnishing  Ink  "  and  was  registered  under  the 
"  ten-year  "  proviso  of  section  5  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  February 
20, 1905.  Five  grounds  for  cancelation  are  assigned.  The  first  three 
are  based  on  the  alleged  prior  adoption  and  use  by  Whittemore  Bros. 
&  Co.  of  a  mark  identical  with  that  repstered  by  C.  L.  Hauthaway  &, 
Sons,  Inc.,  or  so  nearly  identical  therewith  as  to  be  likely  to  deceive 
purchasers  and  cause  confusion  in  trade.  The  fourth  ground  alleges 
that  C.  L.  Hauthaway  &  Sons,  Inc.,  has  no  title  to  the  mark  and  also 
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alleges  that  the  mark  was  not  adopted  by  C-  L-  Hauthaway  &  Sons, 
Inc.,  until  long  after  its  adoption  by  Whittemore  Bros.  &  Co.  The 
fifth  ground  is  that  the  use  of  the  mai^  by  C.  L.  Hauthaway  &  Sons, 
Inc.,  was  not  exclusive  during  the  ten  years  next  preceding  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act,  as  it  was  used  by  Whittemore  Bros.  &  Co.  during  that 
time  and  long  prior  thereto. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  has  carefully  analyzed  the  testi- 
m(Hiy,  and  no  useful  purpose  ^rould  be  subserved  by  repeating  that 
analysis  here.  This  testimony  clearly  shows  that  the  mark  as  regis- 
tered has  been  continuously  used  by  C.  L.  Hauthaway  &  Sons,  Inc., 
and  its  predecessor  in  business,  the  firm  of  C.  L.  Hauthaway  &  Sons, 
since  1872.  The  testimony  offered'on  behalf  of  Whittemore  Brothers 
&  Co.  shows  that  they  have  used  the  words  "  Lynn  Burnishing  Ink  " 
since  about  1883.  Chie  witness,  Radley,  testifies  that  he  entered  the 
employ  of  Whittemore  Brothers  &  Co.  on  November  7, 1872,  and  that 
he  commenced  to  manufacture  "  Lynn  Burnishing  Ink  "  a  few  days 
later.  He  does  not,  however,  testify  as  to  any  sales  of  the  ink,  and 
his  testimony  alone  is  not  sufiicient  to  establish  a  use  of  the  mark  as 
of  that  date.  There  is  no  testimony  that  Whittemore  Brothers  &  Co. 
ever  used  the  word  "  HautJiaway's "  in  connection  with  (jie  words 
**  Lynn  Burnishing  Ink,"  and,  in  fact,  no  such  use  is  claimed. 

It  has  been  pointed  out  in  several  decisions  {Worcester  Brewing 
Co.  V.  Renter  (&  Co.,  6.  D.,  1907, 151 ;  128  O.  G.,  1687;  Beech  BiU  Dis- 
HUing  Co.  v.  Brown-Forman  Co.,  G.  D.,  1907,  146;  128  O.  G.,  1293; 
ex  parte  Cahn,  Belt  <&  Co.,  C.  D.,  1905, 422 ;  118  O.  G.,  1936)  that  the 
term  *' exclusive  use"  as  used  in  the  ten-years  clause  of  section  5  of 
the  act  of  February  20,  1905,  does  not  mean  "  sole  use,"  but  the  right 
to  exclude  others  from  ufing,  and  that  therefore  the  person  who  was 
the  first  to  adopt  and  use  a  mark  and  whose  use  had  been  continuous 
since  the  adoption  would  be  entitled  to  register  the  mark  even  though 
others  were  using  it  during  the  ten  years. 

It  follows,  therefore,  that  even  if  it  be  held  that  the  marks  used 
by  the  two  parties  are  so  nearly  alike  as  to  cause  confusion  in  trade 
and  deceive  purchasers  the  right  of  C.  L.  Hauthaway  &  Sons,  Inc.,  to 
register  its  mark  would  not  be  affected  by  the  subsequent  adoption 
of  Whittemore  Brothers  &  Co.  of  the  mark  used  hy  them. 

In  rebuttal  Whittemore  Brothers  &.  Co.  introduced  testimony  to 
show  that  the  term  "  Lynn  Burnishing  Ink  "  was  used  by  others  than 
the  parties  to  this  controversy.  This  testimony  was  objected  to,  and 
it  is  clearly  inadmissible  under  the  pleadings  of  the  case;  but  even 
if  it  could  be  held  admissible  under  ground  4  of  the  application  for 
cancelation  it  is  clearly  improper  rebuttal  testimony. 

Furthermore,  if  it  be  held  that  this  testimony  is  admissible  and 
that  it  establishes  that  the  term  "  Lynn  Burnishing  Ink  "  is  merely  the 
n»mft  of  an  article  of  commerce  and  not  capable  of  exclusive  use  by 
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any  one  the  right  of  C.  L-  Hauthaway  &  Sons,  Inc.,  to  register  the  mark 
is  not  affected  thereby.  Its  use  of  the  term  "  Hauthaway's"  had  un- 
doubtedly been  exclusive  for  the  ten  years  next  preceding  the  passage 
of  the  Trade-Mark  Act.  There  being,  therefore,  no  bar  to  the  reg- 
istration by  C.  L.  Hauthaway  &  Sons,  Inc.,  of  the  term  "  Hauth- 
away's "  as  a  trade-mark  for  bnmishing-ink,  there  is  nothing  in  the 
statute  to  prevent  the  registration  of  that  term  in  connectitm  with  the 
name  of  an  article  of  commerce. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  dismissing  the  ap- 
plication for  cancelation  is  a0rmed. 


ROCKSTBOH  V.  WaRNOCK. 
PATENT   INTEHFEBENCE. 

Deokted  December  11,  1307. 
182  O.  O..  234. 

1.  iNTeKFEBENGH MOTION    TO    DiBMLVE— TiMB    FOR    BBIMGIKO. 

A  party  may  under  Bnle  122  wait  till  the  tblrtletb  day  after  the  approval 
of  the  preliminary  statements  to  bring  a  motion  to  dissolve;  but  If  he 
brings  tt  before  the  thirtieth  day  he  waives  bis  right  to  the  remainder  of 
the  period. 

2.  Same — 8aiib — Aiiendd)  Motior — Traksuission, 

Where  a  party  acting  la  good  faith  flies  a  motloo  wblcb  li  held  to  be 
indefinite  and  an  amended  motion  coring  the  Informalities  is  promptly  filed 
within  the  limit  of  appeal  set  from  the  previous  declBlon,  the  amended 
motion  should  be  transmitted. 

3.  SAUE SAUE SAUB— EXPEEIMENTAI.  PsosECunoiT, 

A  party  cannot  be  permitted  to  prosecute  a  case  experimentally,  and 
where  the  amended  motion  does  not  cure  the  Informalidea  pointed  out  In 
the  flrst  decision  a  third  motloo  Is  entitled  to  no  conslderatltai. 

Appeal  on  Motion. 

PRinTIKB-PLATE   H0U>^ 

Mr.  Barold  Serrell  for  Rockstroh. 

Mr.  George  L.  Cragg  and  Mr.  L.  S.  Bacon  for  Wamock. 

BiLLiNoa,  Aa3istant  Comtnissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Rockstroh  from  a  decision  of  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences  refusing  to  transmit  a  motion  to  dissolve. 

The  preliminary  statements  were  approved  August  16,  1907,  and 
the  time  within  which  to  bring  motion  was  set  to  expire  September 
17,  1907.    On  August  SI,  1907,  Rockstroh  brought  a  motion  to  dis- 
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solve  on  two  grounds — (1)  that  there  is  no  interference  in  fact;  (2) 
that  the  party  Wamock  has  no  right  to  make  the  claim  of  the  issue. 
The  Examiner  of  Interferences  on  September  fi,  1907,  refused  to 
transmit  the  motion  for  the  reason  that  it  was  not  accompanied  by 
a  statement  of  the  facts  relied  upon  in  support  of  the  same  of  such 
a  definite  and  particular  character  as  is  required  by  the  present 
practice,  as  set  forth  in  several  decisions,  which  were  cited.  The 
limit  of  appeal  was  set  to  expire  September  20, 1907. 

Rockstroh  did  not  appeal  from  this  decision ;  but  on  September  7, 
1907,  filed  another  motion  on  the  same  grounds,  but  enlarging  a 
little  as  to  the  facts  upon  which  he  relied.  On  September  11,  1907, 
the  Examiner  of  Interferences  denied  this  motion,  for  the  reason 
that,  as  to  the  first  ground,  the  particular  terms  of  the  counts  which 
were  regarded  as  capable  of  supporting  different  meanings  were  not 
pointed  out,  and,  as  to  the  second  ground,  that  the  particular  facts 
relied  on  to  show  thafc^  Wamock  had  no  right  to  make  the  claims  were 
not  set  forth  with  the  particularity  required  by  the  decisions  cited 
in  disposing  of  the  prior  motion.  The  limit  of  appeal  was  set  to 
expire  September  18,  1907. 

Rockstroh  did  not  appeal  from  this  decision,  but  on  September  12, 
1907,  filed  a  third  motion  to  dissolve  on  the  same  grounds  as  the 
other  two.  The  Examiner  of  Interferences  on  September  20  refused 
to  transmit  the  motion,  for  the  reason  that  the  failure  to  present  the 
motion  in  proper  form  at  the  second  attempt  must  have  been  due  to 
ft  lack  of  care  in  preparing  it  and  that  therefore  a  third  motion  was 
entitled  to  no  consideration.  He  denied  transmission  also  as  to  the 
first  ground,  for  the  reason  that  the  language  of  the  issue,  which  was 
believed  by  the  moving  party  to  be  capable  of  different  meanings, 
was  not  specifically  stated. 

Rule  122  provides  that  motions  must  be  brought,  if  possible,  not 
later  than  the  thirtieth  day  after  the  preliminary  statements  have 
been  opened.  A  party  may  therefore  wait  till  the  thirtieth  day  to 
bring  his  motion;  but  if  be  brings  it  before  the  thirtieth  day  be 
waives  all  right  to  the  remainder  of  the  period. 

It  has  recently  been  held  in  Gold  v.  GoU  (C.  D.,  1907,  377;  131 
O.  G.,  1442)  that  when  a  party  acting  in  good  faith  files  a  motion 
which  is  held  to  be  indefinite  and  an  amended  motion  curing  the 
informalities  is  promptly  filed  within  the  limit  of  appeal  set  from 
the  prior  decision  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  should  transmit  the 
second  or  amended  motion. 

This  does  not  mean,  however,  that  an  applicant  can  bring  motions 
indefinitely.  He  cannot  be  permitted  to  present  his  case  experi- 
mentally. Tile  Examiner  of  Interferences  having  denied  the  tirst 
moticu  because  it  was  not  sufficiently  definite  and  having  cited  de- 
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dsions  to  show  what  tJie  requirements  of  the  Office  are  with  respect 
to  such  motions,  it  was  incumbent  upon  the  moving  party  to  draw 
his  second  motion  strictly  in  accordance  with  the  practice  prescribed 
b;  these  decisions. 

Having  failed  to  do  ao,  the  third  motion  is  entitled  to  no  con- 
sideration. It  is  true  that  this  motion  was  filed  within  the  thirty 
days  specified  in  the  rules;  but,  as  pointed  out  above,  the  moving 
party  had  waived  the  time  remaining  after  bringing  his  first  motion. 
Furthermore,  the  continued  repetition  of  motions  is  a  hardship  not 
only  to  the  opposing  party,  but  to  the  Office.  ■  It  unnecessarily  con- 
sumes the  time  of  every  one  concerned,  causes  them  to  perform  much 
unnecessary  labor,  and  involves  the  parties  in  needless  expense. 

The  decision  of  the  Examin&r  of  Interferences  is  affvnned. 


Green  v.  Faklet. 

patent  intebference. 

Decided  December  It,  1907, 

132  O.  G.,  236. 

IiiTEKrBBBitox  —  Pbeliuihabt  Statement  ~  Auenduent  avteb  Testiuoitt 
Takeit. 
Where  a  part;  gave  notice  at  tlie  conclusion  of  the  taking  of  his  testl- 
mony  that  he  proposed  to  bring  a  motion  to  ameid  bts  prellmltiary  state- 
ment to  conform  to  his  proofs,  hot  failed  to  bring  the  motion  unttl  after  the 
testimony  ot  the  opposing  party  was  taken  and  filed,  although  the  error  to 
be  corrected  by  such  amendment  was  known  to  htm  at  least  two  montha 
before  notice  of  the  proposed  amendment  was  given,  Held  that  amendment 
will  not  be  permitted,  as  no  excuse  Is  ofTered  for  the  delay  and  It  does  not 
appear  that  the  evidence  on  which  the  motion  was  based  was  not  accessible 
or  would  not  have  been  dificovered  before  preparing  the  original  Btatemmt 
had  proper  care  and  diligence  been  ^cerclsed. 

Appeal  on  Motion. 

tb0u8sb8-b0tt0m8. 

Mr.  Wiltiam  H.  FincJcel  for  Green. 
Mr.  E.  O.  Siggen  for  Farley. 

BnxiHOS,  Assistant  Commmaioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Green  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  denying  his  motion  for  leave  to  amend  his  preliminary 
statement 


,C.ooglc 
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Grcen'B  original  preliminary  statement,  filed  December  6, 1906,  was 
objected  to  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  sufficiently  definite,  and  he 
was  given  time  within  which  to  file  an  amended  statement  In  hie 
second  statement,  filed  December  26, 1906,  Green  alleged  redaction  to 
practice  on  May  10, 1905.  By  his  proposed  amended  statement  Green 
now  desires  to  set  up  September  6,  1904,  as  his  date  of  reduction  to 
practice. 

Although  counsel  for  Green  gave  notice  on  April  8,  1907,  at  the 
conclusion  of  the  taking  of  testimony  in  behalf  of  Green,  of  his  inten- 
tion to  file  a  motion  to  amend  the  preliminary  statement,  the  motion 
to  amend  was  not  filed  until  June  18,  1907,  after  Farley  had  taken 
and  filed  his  testimony.  In  the  notice  placed  on  the  record  of  his 
intention  to  move  for  permission  to  amend  his  preliminary  statement 
Green  did  not  state  definitely  how  he  proposed  to  amend  it,  but 
merely  Uiat  he  would  move  to  amend  the  preliminary  statement 
In  any  partlcnian  In  wblcb  It  may  require  ameadment  In  order  to  ctmform  to 
tbe  allegations  ot  fact  sapported  by  tbe  forgoing  tefitlmony  and  tliat  tie  shall 
nae  tUs  foregoing  testimony  In  support  of  anch  motion.    ( Green's  record,  p.  121. ) 

Farl^  was  ignorant,  therefore,  until  after  he  had  filed  his  testi- 
mony, of  the  dates  upon  which  Green  proposed  to  stand.  The  Exam- 
iner of  Interferences  denied  the  motion  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not 
brooght  promptiy  after  the  discovery  of  the  alleged  error  and  because 
Green  did  not  exercise  proper  care  and  diligence  in  the  preparation 
of  his  preliminary  statement. 

The  testimony  shows  that  Oreen  discovered  the  error  months 
before  he  made  his  motion  to  amend  and,  it  is  admitted,  at  least  two 
months  before  he  gave  notice  of  his  intention  to  make  said  motion. 
Ho  satisfactory  excuse  is  offered  for  the  delay.  It  is  claimed  that  the 
error  was  discovered  when  the  time  for  taking  testimony  was  ap- 
proaching and  Green  was  searching  for  testimony  to  support  his  case. 
It  does  not  appear  that  this  evidence  was  not  accessible  or  would  not 
have  been  discovered  by  Gr^en  at  the  time  of  preparing  his  original 
statement  if  he  had  used  proper  care  and  diligence.  If  a  party  is 
permitted  to  take  his  testimony  and  then  to  amend  his  statement  to 
conform  to  said  testimony,  the  purpose  of  the  preliminary  statement, 
dependent  upon  its  being  executed  in  ignorance  of  the  other  party's 
dates,  is  not  fulfilled  and  the  practice  of  requiring  preliminary  state- 
ments might  as  well  be  abandoned. 

ifo  error  is  found  in  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences, 
and  it  i*  accordingly  a^^rmed. 


,,  Google 
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Phillips  v,  Senbemich. 
fatbnt  intbbfebbnob. 
Decided  June  It,  1907. 

132  o.  G.,  en. 

1.  Ihtehferekce— ^PBoorg  Rebtbictted  bt  Allegatiohs  of  Pbeltuihabt  Statb- 

Wliere  the  prellmtnary  Btatement  of  a  partr  alleges  reduction  to  practice 
In  January,  190C,  evidence  showily  the  conatruction  of  an  allied  model  In 
1895  cannot  be  accepted  as  proving  an  earlier  date  of  reduction  to  practice. 

2.  Saue — laatn — CoHBrarriTnon. 

The  termB  of  an  Interference  iBsne  will  not  be  gtroi  a  atralned  or  tm- 
oatural  meaning  or  be  conatrued  to  refer  to  eometUng  not  dlecloaed  b7 
either  party  In  order  to  Include  wltbln  the  Isaue  an  earl7  device  made  by 
one  of  the  parties. 

3.  Saue— SuTPLKMEKTAL  Oath  Necessabt — Bx  pabtb  Mattib. 

The  gneetloo  whether  or  not  a  supplemental  oath  should  be  required  has 
been  uniformly  held  by  the  Office  to  be  an  ex  parte  matter  upon  which  the 
proper  determination  of  priority  Is  not  dependent,  and  the  absence  of  such 
an  oath  fumlBbes  no  ground  for  holding  that  the  Issue  Ib  not  patentable  to 
the  party  In  whose  case  the  same  ts  required. 

4.  Claims — ALT^nAnvs  Bzmssiona. 

Alternative  ezpressloas  in  claims  are  not  generally  permitted ;  but  where 
two  terms  are  employed  to  designate  a  particular  elemoit,  both  of  which 
terms  describe  the  element  correctly,  the  claim  is  not  objectionable,  as  the 
altematlveness  Is  of  language  rather  than  of  structure.  {Ex  parte  Holder, 
C.  D.,  1903,  442;  107  O.  G.,  833.) 

Appeal  from  Examiners-in-Chief. 

SGLF-OIUNO  cab-wheei. 

Messrs.  Connolly  Brothers  for  Ptiillips. 

Mr.  J.  M.  Nesbit  and  Mr.  H.  E.  Peck  for  Sensenicb. 

Moore,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiners-in-Chief 
affirming  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  and  awarding 
priority  of  invention  to  Sensenicb  upon  the  following  issue : 

1.  A  self-oiling  wheel  provided  with  an  oil-chamber  having  a  fllllng.<q)enlng, 
a  valve-cage  extending  Into  the  chamber  from  the  fllUng-openiog,  the  cage  being 
open  at  Its  Inner  end  and  having  elltted  or  prong-llbe  sides,  an  inwardly-opening 
valve  operative  wl^tliln  the  cage  for  normally  closing  the  fli ling-opening,  and  a 
valve-holding  spring. 

2.  A  self-oiling  wheel  provided  with  an  otl-chamber  having  a  fli  ling-opening 
In  one  side  thereof,  a  valve^sge  within  the  oil-chamber  and  extending  from  the 
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B1ling-oi>enIng  towurd  but  stopplug  Bhort  of  the  opposite  wall  of  the  cbamber, 
tbe  cage  being  open  laterally  and  at  Its  tuner  end,  an  Inwardly-opening  valve 
wltblD  ttie  cage,  and  a  colled  spring  extending  througb  tbe  Inner  open  end  of 
the  cage  and  oigaglng  said  opposite  wall  of  the  chamber  and  the  valve  tor 
holding  the  latter  normally  In  closed  portion. 

3.  A  self-oiltog  wheel  having  an  oil-chamber  formed  with  an  opening,  a  valve- 
cage  extending  Into  the  chamber  and  having  a  tubular  end  portion  fltting  the 
chamber-opening,  the  x^ge  being  open  at  Its  Inner  end  and  having  Its  sides 
slotted  from  said  end  toward  the  tubular  end,  the  Interior  of  the  cage  tapering 
toward  said  tubular  end,  a  valve,  and  a  spring  within  the  cage  for  holding  the 
valve  Dormally  seated  and  closing  said  tubular  cage  end. 

4.  A  self-oiling  car-wbeel  bavlog  a  chambered  hub  with  an  oll-lnlet  through 
one  wall,  a  valve-seat  consisting  of  a  pronged  guldlng-seat  cast  In  said  wall 
adjacent  to  said  Inlet,  a  volve,  and  spring  bearing  against  said  valve  and  seating 
against  tbe  opposite  side  of  the  cavity. 

The  invention  in  issue  relates  to  improvements  in  self -oiling  wheels 
for  mine-cars  in  which  the  inlet  to  an  oil-chamber  contained  within 
the  wheel  is  normally  closed  by  a  spring-pressed  valve.  The  subject- 
matter  in  issue  involves  only  the  specific  construction  of  the  valve- 
cage  and  the  arrangement  of  the  spring  which  holds  the  valve  in  its 
seat.  In  the  devices  disclosed  by  both  parties  the  valve-cage  has 
slitt«d  or  prong-like  walls  extending  part  way  across  the  chamber 
and  a  coiled-spring  seated  upon  the  wall  of  the  chamber  opposite  to 
the  oil-inlet  for  supporting  the  valve  within  the  cage. 

The  testimony  clearly  shows,  and  it  is  not  disputed,  that  Sensenich  . 
conceived  the  invention  in  May,  1903,  and  reduced  the  same  to  prac- 
tice by  manufacturing  and  selling  wheels  embodying  the  invention  in 
issue  in  June  or  July,  1903. 

Phillips  alleges  in  his  preliminary  statement  that  he  conceived  the 
invention  in  issue  and  disclosed  it  to  others  in  the  year  1893 — 
that  on  or  about  the  first  day  of  February,  1895,  he  first  made  a  model  showing 
said  invention ;  that  he  first  embodied  his  Invention  In  a  full-slsed  car-wheel 
which  was  completed  on  or  about  the  first  day  of  January,  1006 — 

and  that  said  car-wheel  was  successfully  operated  on  the  24th  day  of 
January,  1905. 

Phillips  has  offered  in  evidence  a  valve-cage,  Phillips's  "  Exhibit 
1,"  which  he  says  he  made  prior  to  the  year  1895,  (Qs.  9-10,)  and 
J.  M.  Phillips,  a  brother  of  the  appellant,  testifies  that  he  first  saw 
this  device  early  in  1895.  It  is  contended  by  Phillips  that  this  device 
constitutes  a  reduction  to  practice  of  the  invention,  as  stated  in  count 
1  of  the  issue.  Phillips  admittedly  had  no  conception  of  the  specific 
construction  set  forth  in  counts  2,  3,  and  4  until  November,  1904, 
which  is  subsequent  of  Sensenich's  established  date  of  reduction  to 
practice. 

It  is  well  settled  that  a  party  to  an  interference  is  bound  by  the 
allegations  of  his  preliminary  statement.     {Lowrie  v.  Taylor  and 
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Taylor,  C.  D.,  1906,  713;  123  O.  G.,  1665;  Fowler  v.  Boyce,  C.  D., 
1906,  659;  122  O.  G.,  1726;  Hammond  v.  Baach,  C.  D.,  1905,  615;  115 
O.  G.,  804;  Cross  v.  PhUMpa,  C.  D.,  1899,  342;  87  O.  G.,  1399.)  If, 
therefore,  it  could  be  conceded  that  Phillips's  Exhibit  1  embodied  the 
invention  set  forth  in  count  1,  it  is  proof  only  of  conception  of  that 
invention  in  1895,  and  he  is  entitled  to  no  earlier  date  of  reduction  to 
practice  than  that  alleged  in  his  preliminary  statement — January, 
1905 — which  is  subsequent  to  Sensenich's  filing  data.  There  is  no 
showing  of  diligence  coupling  this  alleged  conception  with  a  subse- 
quent reduction  to  practice,  and  Phillips  cannot  therefore  in  any 
event  prevail  as  to  priority  of  invention. 

The  lower  tribunals  have  held  that  Phillips's  Exhibit  1  does  not 
embody  the  invention  in  issue.  The  ctTge  of  this  exhibit  comprises 
a  cylindrical  barrel  having  four  elliptical  openings  through  which 
the  oil  may  pass  to  the  oil-chamber  of  the  wheel.  The  form  of  valve- 
cage  specified  in  count  1  is  limited  to  one  "  having  slitted  or  prong- 
like  sides."  Phillips  contends  that  the  terms  "  slitted  "  and  "  prong- 
like "  are  alternative  and  that  the  former  is  broad  enough  to — 
Include  a  cage  havlag  cloeed  silts  as  dlatlngulBhed  from  an^  limited  definition 
eougbt  to  be  placed  on  the  term  "  slitted  "  used  in'count  1  to  Indicate  that  the 
op^lngs  are  oecessarlly  extended  through  the  end  of  the  cage. 

It  is  a  well-settled  practice  of  the  Office  not  to  permit  an  applicant 
to  make  a1temati¥e  claims.  Where,  however,  an  applicant  employs 
two  terms  to  designate, a  particular  element,  both  of  which  terms 
describe  the  element  correctly,  the  claim  has  been  held  to  be  unob- 
jectionable, since  the  applicant's  alternativeness  is  of  language  rather 
than  of  structure.  (Ex  parte  Holder,  C.  D.,  1903,  442;  107  O.  G., 
833.)  The  terms  "slitted"  or  "prong-like"  as  read  in  the  light  of 
the  disclosures  of  the  interfering  applications  define  the  same  thing 
and  refer  to  openings  in  the  walls  of  the  cage  which  extend  through 
the  end  of  the  cage,  and  neither  term  is  therefore  applicable  to  the 
construction  of  Exhibit  1.  In  view  of  these  facts  it  is  held  that 
Exhibit  1  does  not  constitute  evidence  of  conception  of  the  invention 
in  issue.  Ko  other  testimony  is  presented  to  show  that  Phillips  was 
in  possession  of  the  invention  stated  in  any  of  the  counts  of  the 
issue  prior  to  Sensenich's  date  of  reduction  to  practice.  Phillips  can- 
not therefore  prevail,  even  if  the  testimony  concerning  Exhibit  1 
should  be  accepted. 

It  is  urged  in  behalf  of  Phillips  that  the  original  claims  of  Sensen- 
ich's application  were  generic  and  covered  a  structure  not  limited  to 
the  specific  features  in  controversy,  that  the  specific  invention  in 
issue  was  not  covered  by  the  original  oath,  and  that  in  the  absence 
of  a  supplemental  oath  the  claims  in  issue  were  not  admissible  at 
the  time  they  were  presented  and  are  not  now  patentable  to  Sen- 
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scoiich.  This  contention  is  without  force.  The  subject-matter  in 
issue  was  clearly  disclosed  in  Sens^ch's  original  application.  The 
question  whether  or  not  &  supplemental  oath  should  be  required 
has  been  uniformly  held  by  this  Office  to  be  an  eoi  parte  matter  upon 
which  the  proper  determination  of  priority  is  not  dependent.  {Auer- 
bach  and  Gvhing  v.  Wiewell,  C.  D.,  1904, 7;  108  O.  G.,  289;  Silverman 
y.  Hendricksony  C.  D.,  1902,  123;  99  O.  G.,  445;  Kane  v.  BriU  and 
Adams,  C.  D.,  1898,  146;  84  O.  G.,  1142;  Rermyaon  v.  Merntt,  C.  D., 
1892,54;  58  O.  G.,  1415.) 

Phillips  also  urged  at  the  hearing  that  the  claims  in  issue  are  not 
patentable  in  view  of  certain  references.  The  record  shows  that  these 
references  were  considered  by  the  Primary  Examiner  upon  a  motion 
for  dissolution  brought  by  Phillips  upon  this  ground. 

The  £zaminers-in-Chief  in  their  decision  upon  the  question  of 
priority  denied  Phillips'  request  to  make  a  recommendation  that  the 
claims  in  issue  are  not  patentable.  I  do  not  find  in  the  arguments 
advanced  by  Phillips  any  reason  which  would  warrant  the  exercise 
of  the  supervisory  authority  of  the  Commissioner  in  the  further  con- 
sideration of  this  question. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner-in-Chief  ia  a0rmed. 


Matticii  v.  Lanoworthi. 

patent  intebfbbbnce. 

Decided  December  tO,  1907. 

182  O.  G..  678. 

1.  THTDVXSEflCE — Mtrrions  Uhdek  Ritle  109 — Practice. 

Where  a  notion  to  amend  under  Rule  109  bj  the  addlttea  of  two  clalnu 
was  transmitted,  tbe  Primary  Examiner  properly  refused  to  consider  two 
otber  claims  preeented  for  the  first  time  at  the  bearing  of  tbe  motion. 

2.  Bave— Same— Delat  m    Bbiroiho. 

A  motion  to  amend  nnder  Rule  109  brought  after  the  thirty  days  allowed 
by  the  rules  and  accompanied  by  no  excuse  for  the  delay  Is  entitled  to  no 
•  consideration  aud  should  not  be  traaamltted. 

On  PKirnoN. 

UAROLE. 

Messrs.  Ward  <&  Cameron  and  Messrs.  Meyers,  Cushman  di  Rea  for 
Mattice. 
Messrs.  Arthur  C.  Fraaer  db  Usina  for  Langworthy. 

UooRE,  CommUsioner: 

This  case  is  before  me  on  a  petition  by  Langworthy  that  the  Pri- 
mary Examiner  be  directed  to  enter  and  consider  certain  claims 
which  were  presented  in  connection  with  his  brief  a*  the  hearing  of  a 


18  DECISIONS  OP  THE  COMMISSIONER  OF   PATENTS. 

motion  to  amend  under  Rule  109  and  also  upon  an  appeal  by  Lang- 
worthy  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  refusing 
to  transmit  a  second  motion  to  amend  under  Rule  109. 

The  record  shows  that  the  preliminary  statements  were  approved 
July  6,  1907 ;  that  on  August  7  Laugworthy  presented  a  motion  to 
transmit  a  motion  to  amend  his  application  by  the  insertion  of  two 
claims,  numbered  6  and  7.  On  August  14  the  motion  was  transmitted 
to  the  Primary  Examiner.  At  the  hearing  upon  this  motion,  which 
was  had  September  26,  Langworthy  presented  two  additional  claims, 
numbered  8  and  9,  which  the  Examiner  refused  to  consider.  Lang- 
worthy  contends  that  these  claims  should  be  entered  and  considered 
in  order  that  he  may  present  before  the  Office  the  broadest  claims 
which  may  be  had  to  cover  the  invention  common  to  the  interfering 
applications. 

tt  appears  from  the  brief  filed  in  connection  with  clafms  8  and  9 
that  the  reason  for  the  presentation  of  these  claims  was  that — 

If  the  EzamiDer  la  of  tbe  opinion  tbat  ctalme  6  aod  7  do  not  dlstlngDlsb  tbe 
Invention  witb  sufficient  cleamesB  be  Is  asked  to  admit  claims  8  and  9.  II  tbe 
Examiner,  however,  agrees  with  us  that  claims  6  and  7  abundantly  avoid  the 
prior  art  he  is  asked  to  admit  all  ol  the  fonr  claims. 

Present  Rule  109  was  promulgated  in  view  of  the  decisions  of  the 
Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  in  Blackford  v.  Wilder 
(0.  D.,  1907, 491 ;  127  O.  G.,  1255)  and  Horine  v.  Wende,  (C.  D.,  190T, 
615 ;  129  O.  G;  2858,)  in  which  the  court  refused  to  consider  a  second 
interference  for  the  purpose  of  permitting  applicants  to  present 
claims  covering  all  the  patentable  subject-matter  common  to  the 
interfering  applications.  It  is  not  intended  by  this  practice  to  per- 
mit a  party  to  present  claims  and  if  they  are  not  acceptable  to  amend 
them,  and  thus  enter  upon  a  regular  prosecution  of  his  case  before  the 
Examiner,  nor  is  it  intended  to  permit  an  applicant  to  present  his 
proposed  claims  in  a  piecemeal  manner. 

The  thirty  days  allowed  by  Rule  109  for  applicants  to  make  mo- 
tions is  ordinarily  ample  time  for  applicants  to  present  claims  which 
<^ati8factoriIy  cover  the  interfering  subject-matter,  and  claims  pre- 
sented after  the  expiration  of  this  time  without  excuse  for  the  delay 
are  entitled  to  no  consideration.  The  decision  of  the  Examiner 
refusing  to  consider  these  claims  was  right,  and  the  petition  is  denied. 

Langwortljy's  motion  to  transmit  his  second  motion  to  amend  was 
filed  November  27,  1907,  and  was  denied  by  the  Examiner  of  Inter- 
ferences upon  the  ground  that  no  sufficient  excuse  for  the  delay  was 
presented.  I  agree  with  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  that  no  suffi- 
cient reasons  have  been  given  to  excuse  the  delay  in  presenting  this 
motion  of  over  five  months  from  the  date  upon  which  the  preliminary 
statements  were  approved.  ,  r  . 

The  decision  of  the  Etcaminer  of  Iiiterferences  is  affirmed.     <> 
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Ez  FABTE  E.   WHBTHBIHES   &  ClX. 
APFUCATION   FOR  REOIffTRATION   OF   TBAD£-MABE. 

Decided  January  10, 1908. 

132  O.  Q^  OT8. 

Tkadb-Hakes — Affoihthsht  or  BEPBESEnTATivE  in  TTritid  Statu. 

Tbe  appointment  of  a  representative  in  the  United  States  required  by 
section  3  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  lOOS  must  be  made  by  the  applicant  for 
registration.  Authority  to  appoint  such  lepreeentatlve  may  not  be  dele- 
gated to  an  attorney. 

On  PemnoN. 

TRADE-iiARK  FOB  FEBFcuEBr,  couplezioh  rowDEa  ahd  tirts. 

Mr.  Henry  P.  Blair  for  the  applicant. 
MooRK,  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  from  the  action  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks 
requiring  that  an  appointment  of  a  reprasentative,  as  required  by  sec- 
tion 3  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  1905,  be  made  of  record  in  this  case. 

It  appears  that  the  papers  as  originally  filed  included  a  paper  pur- 
porting to  be  an  appointment  of  a  representative;  bat  the  paper  was 
in  blank,  the  name  of  the  representative  not  having  been  filled  in. 
On  October  4,  1907,  an  amendment  was  presented  directing  that  the 
name  of  William  S.  Hodges,  902  F  street  northwest,  Washington, 
D,  C,  be  inserted  in  the  blank  space  in  this  paper.  The  Examiner 
refused  to  enter  the  amendment  on  the  ground  that  section  3  required 
that  the  representative  be  appointed  by  the  applicant  and  not  by  the 
attorney. 

This  refusal  is  believed  to  have  been  proper.  Section  3  of  the 
Tradc-Mark  Act  requires  that  the  applicant  designate  the  representa- 
tive. The  formal  power  of  attorney  gives  the  attorney  no  right  to 
designate  such  a  representative.  Nor  can  the  appointment  in  blank 
which  was  filed  with  the  papers  be  considered  as  delegating  the  right 
to  select  a  representative  for  the  applicant  to  the  attorney. 

The  petition  i$  denied. 

Brown  v.  Gamheter. 

patent  interference. 

De<Med  January  IS,  190S. 

182  0.  G.,  979. 

I.tTiwjEBgwcg — Arrmu.  on  PaioBrrv — Supebtisobt  AirrROBiTT  or  Couuissioirea, 

A  petition  to  dlamlM  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Bxamlner  of  Inter- 

ferencea  on  [viorlty  rendered  on  the  record  will  not  be  considered  by  tbe 

Conuntsstoner  in  the  exercise  of  his  superrlsory  authority  since  petitioner 

ba*  adequate  remedies  prorided  by  the  rule& 


20  decisions  of  the  commis8i0heb  of  patents. 

On  Petition. 

pBiHTmo-MACHnn. 

Mr.  William  H.  Bahcock  for  Brown. 
Messrs.  Bates,  Fonts  da  HuU  for  Grammeter. 

MooBx,  Com/missioner : 

This  is  a  petition  that  the  Examiners-in-Chief  be  instructed  to  dis- 
miss the  appeal  of  Brown  from  the  record  judgment  of  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences,  holding  that  since  the  allegation  of  conception  in 
Brown's  preliminary  statement  failed  to  overcome  the  filing  date  of 
Gammeter's  application  Gammeter  was  the  prior  inventor  of  the 
aubject-matter  in  issue. 

It  is  urged  on  behalf  of  this  petition  that  inasmuch  as  there  can 
be  no  dispute  as  to  the  date  of  Gammeter's  application  and  the  date 
of  conception  alleged  in  Brown's  preliminary  statement  no  grounds 
exist  for  such  appeal ;  that  Brown  is  not  entitled  to  urge  that  Gam- 
meter  has  no  right  to  make  the  claims  in  issue  or  that  the  issue  ia 
unpatentable,  which  are  the  grounds  set  forth  in  his  reasons  for 
appeal  to.  the  Examiners-in-Chief. 

The  present  appeal  purports  to  be  taken  under  section  4909  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  from  the  final  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Inter- 
ferences upon  the  question  of  priority  of  invention.  Whetiier  the 
reasons  assigned  in  behalf  of  this  appeal  are  sufficient  to  confer  juris- 
diction upon  the  Examiners-in-Chief  is  a  question  which  should  be 
presented  before  that  tribunal  in  the  first  instance. 

It  is  well  settled  that  the  supervisory  authority  of  the  Commis- 
sioner will  be  exercised  only  to  correct  a  manifest  error  upon  the 
part  of  a  lower  tribunal  or  in  cases  where  there  is  no  adequate  remedy 
provided  by  the  rules.  Inasmuch  as  the  applicant  has  presented  no 
motion  before  the  Examiners-in-Chief  to  dismiss  the  appeal  pending 
before  them,  and  since  appeal  lies  to  the  Commissioner  from  the  deci- 
sion of  the  Examiners-in-Chief  if  the  case  is  decided  by  them,  there 
is  dearly  no  reason  for  invoking  the  supervisory  authority  of  the 
Commissioner  at  this  time. 

The  petition  is  dismissed. 


Larkin  Company  v.  Pacific  Coast  Borax  Company, 

trade- mark  interference. 

Decided  Julv  23, 1907. 

182  O.  G.,  8T9. 

I.   TBADE-MABKO IRTEBFEBEHCE  IS    FACT. 

An  interference  In  fact  ezlBts  between  tbe  words  "Bonixlne"  and  " 
raxald,"  since  tber  look  alike  and  aoond  alike. 
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I  Baui — HonoiT  TO  Dibsolvb — Pu.onoi 

QuefltlonB  cannot  be  urged  on  appeal  wlilch  bare  not  been  raised  In  tbe 
motion  and  passed  on  below  except  onder  drcomstances  wMcli  would  war- 
rant saperrlBory  action  being  taken. 

Appeal  on  Motion. 

TBADB-lf ASK  70B  SOAP  POWDB, 

Mestr$.  Mason,  Femotck  <£  Lawr&nce  for  Larkin  Company. 
Mr.  E.  G.  Siggerg  for  PaclBc  Coast  Borax  Company. . 

BiLUNOfl,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  Pacific  Coast  Borax  Company  from  the 
decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks  refusing  to  dissolve  the 
above-entitled  interference.  The  motion  for  dissolution  alleged  that 
no  interference  in  fact  exists. 

The  issue  of  the  interference  is  as  follows: 

Th«  word  "  Boraxlue  "  or  tbe  word  "  Borazald  "  Cor  soap  powder. 

There  can  be  no  question  but  that  the  goods  to  which  the  marks  are 
applied  are  snbstantially  of  the  same  descriptive  properties.  The 
interference  was  declared  under  the  provisions  of  section  7  of  the  act 
of  Febniary  20,  1905,  -which  provides  that  whenever  an  application 
is  made  for  the  registration  of  a  trade-mark  which  so  nearly  resem- 
bles a  trade-mark  used  and  owned  by  another  as  to  be  likely  to  be  mis- 
taken therefor  by  the  public  the  Commissioner  may  declare  an  inter- 
ference as  to  such  trade-mai^  On  consideration  of  tiie  two  words 
it  is  held  that  the  Examiner  was  right  in  holding  that  there  was  a 
clear  interference  in  fact,  for  the  reason  that  the  words  look  alike  and 
sound  alike.  His  ruling  is  in  accordance  with  that  of  the  Commis- 
sioner in  ex  parte  The  Dr.  Parker  Medicine  Company,  (C.  D.,  1903, 
878;  106  O.  G.,  1779.)  Appellant  contends,  further,  that  the  word 
"  Bomxine  "  is  descriptive.  It  is  noted,  however,  that  this  question 
was  not  raised  upon  the  motion.  The  practice  is  clear  as  to  this  point. 
Qaeetions  cannot  be  urged  on  appeal  which  have  not  been  raised  in  the 
motion  and  passed  on  below.  This  practice  is  well  settled  in  regard 
to  patent  interfermces,  and  Trade-Mark  Rule  46  states  that  the  prac- 
tice in  trade-mark  interferences  will  follow  as  nearly  as  practicable 
the  practice  in  interferences  between  applications  for  patents.  The 
word  "  Boraxine "  is  not  so  descriptive  as  to  warrant  supervisory 
action  being  taken. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks  is  affirmed. 
eBOSB—H.  Doc.  1S49, 60-2 8 
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Rhodes  v.  Rhodes. 

patent  interference. 

Decided  December  16,  1907. 

132  O.  O.,  680. 

[NTEsrEBESCE— TesnuonY — Scppkebsion. 

Ttmtlmtmj  should  not  be  sappreesed  on  account  of  tlie  fal1ar«  of  «  wit- 
ness to  read  bis  deposition  before  Blpnlng  the  same  wbere  It  does  not 
appear  that  such  notice  was  glveii  to  tLd  opiwslte  party,  as  Is  required  bj 
Rale  159. 
Appeal  on  Motion. 

piston-boo  packiho. 
Mr.  John  M.  SpeUman  and  Messrs.  Bacon  <&  MUans  for  H.  P. 
Rhodes. 

Mr.  Fred  G.  Deiterich  for  J.  M.  Rhodes. 

BiLUNos,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  John  M.  Rhodes  from  the  decision  of  the  Ex- 
aminer of  Interferences  granting  the  motion  of  Hampton  P.  Rhodes 
to  strike  out  the  deposititm  of  W.  D.  Jewell  offered  on  behalf  of  John 
M.  Rhodes.  The  ground  on  which  this  motion  was  brought  was  that 
the  requirements  of  section  3  of  Rule  154  were  not  complied  with 
when  Jewell's  deposition  wag  taken,  the  specific  requirement  to  which 
reference  was  made  being  as  follows : 

The  officer  sball  annex  to  the  deposition  his  certificate  showing  •  •  • 
(C)  tbe  reading  b7,  or  to,  each  tvituess  of  his  deposition  before  he  signs  tbe 
same. 

The  notary's  certificate  contained  the  following  statement: 

I'bat  the  wltnees,  after  cwisultatlon  with  J.  M.  Rbodea'  counsel,  waived  the 
reading  of  his  deposition  before  signing  the  same. 

Affidavits  were  filed  in  support  of  the  motion,  and  affidavits  wer« 
also  filed  on  behalf  of  J.  M.  Rhodes.  These  affidavits  set  forth  affi- 
ants' versions  as  to  what  occurred  at  the  time  of  closing  Jewell's 
deposition  and  whether  or  not  counsel  for  H.  P.  Rhodes  consented  to 
Jewell's  waiving  the  reading  of  his  deposition. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  held  that  these  affidavits  were  so 
contradictory  that  it  could  not  be  presumed  from  them  that  there 
was  a  verbal  agreement  that  the  reading  of  the  deposition  be  waived, 
no  stipulation  to  this  effect  being  on  record.  He  therefore  granted 
the  motion,  because  the  certificate  of  the  notary  showed  that  the  re- 
quirements of  the  rules  had  not  been  complied  with,  citing  Bolfe  v. 
Taylor,  (C.  D.,  1904,  383;  111  O.  G.,  1938.) 

It  appears  from  the  affidavits  filed  that  counsel  for  Hampton  P. 
Rhodes  was  present  when  Jewell's  depositicm  was  closed  and  whta  it 
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was  signed ;  but  the  record  does  not  show  that  notice  was  given  that 
he  objected  to  Jewell's  not  reading  his  deposition  and  that  a  motion 
would  be  made  to  suppress  the  testimony  on  that  ground.  The  mo- 
tion to  strike  out  was  not  brought  until  a  month  after  the  testimony 
was  filed  in  the  Office.  Rule  159  provides  that  notice  will  notbe  taken 
of  merely  formal  or  technical  ob]ections  which  do  not  appear  to  have 
wrou^t  a  substantial  injury  to  the  party  raising  them,  and,  further, 
that  in  case  of  such  injury  it  must  he  made  to  appear  that  as  soon 
-  as  the  party  became  aware  of  the  ground  of  objection  he  gave  notice 
thereof  to  the  Office  and  also  to  the  opposing  party,  informing  him 
that  unless  it  be  removed  he  would  urge  the  objection  at  the  hearing. 
As  stated  above,  no  notice  whatever  appears  to  have  been  given 
either  to  the  Office  or  to  the  opposing  party.  For  this  reason  it  ia 
believed  that  the  deposition  should  not  have  been  suppressed. 
The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  is  reversed. 


Gbeens,  Twxed  &  Co.  1).  Manutactdsebs'  Belt  Hook  Cow 

OPPOfllTION. 

Decided  December  t4,  1907. 

1S2  O.  Q.,  680. 

Tbadb-Haxks — IifTXBFEiERot — Motion  to  Soptbem  Etiderce — Appb&l  Not 
BHTEvrAiKD  Betobe  FufAi.  Heabino. 
Wbere  upon  motion  to  mppnm  evldaice  on  tlie  groand  tbat  it  Is  irrelevant 
the  Bxamlner  of  Interferencea  postponea  conslderstlon  of  tbe  qaesUon  until 
final  besFlnc  his  decision  will  not  be  reviewed  and  reversed  npon  appeal 
prior  to  Ooal  hearing  except  in  a  clear  case  of  abuse  of  discretion.  (Aoyce 
V.  EempBhaU,  C.  D.,  1905,  461 ;  119  O.  O.,  338.) 

Appeal  fr<Hn  Examiner  of  Interference& 

TKAOE'lIARK  TOB  BELT-rAOTBNBaS. 

itfr.  Arthur  E.  Parsons  and  Sfr.  John  M.  Coit  for  Greene,  Tweed 
A  Co. 

Sleasre.  Dyrenforth,  Lee,  Chritton  <fe  Wiles  and  Messrg.  Dudley, 
Brovme  <&  Phelps  for  Manufacturers'  Belt  Hook  Co. 

BiLLiMos,  Atsistant  Commissioner; 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Greene,  Tweed  &  Company  from  the  decision 
of  the  Examiner  of  Interfermces  denying  their  motion  to  expunge 
frmn  the  record  certain  exhibits  filed  by  the  Manufacturers'  Belt 
Hook  Company. 
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A  pre^ous  motion  to  expunge  these  exhibits  was  dismissed  by  Uie 
Examiner  of  Interferences  on  July  20,  1907,  on  the  ground  that  the 
question  raised  could  best  be  considered  and  disposed  of  in  the  con* 
sideration  of  the  case  upon  final  hearing. 

It  subsequently  developed,  however,  at  the  final  hearing  that  the 
said  exhibits  had  not  been  filed,  and  a  motion  by  the  Manufacturers* 
Belt  Hook  Company  for  leave  to  file  them  and  for  a  postponement 
of  the  final  hearing  was  granted  upon  appeal  upon  said  company's 
furnishing  proof  that  it  had  paid  to  Greene,  Tweed  &  Company 
their  reasonable  costs  occasioned  by  the  delay  of  the  Manufacturers' 
Belt  Hoot  Company  to  file  its  testimony  within  the  time  set. 

Upon  admission  of  said  exhibits  as  stated  above  Greene,  Tweed  & 
Company  renewed  their  motion  to  expunge  them  from  the  record. 
In  denying  this  motion  it  appears  that  the  relevancy  of  these  ex- 
hibits was  not  determined  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences,  for  he 
says  that  whether  they  are  entitled  to  any  weight  "  will  be  determined 
at  the  final  hearing,"  and  concludes  his  decision  with  the  statement: 
"  Without  in  any  manner  approving  the  evidence  objected  to  it  is 
decided  that  the  same  shall  not  be  struck  out  at  this  time." 

The  appeal  therefore  appears  to  properly  raise  merely  the  ques- 
tion of  whether  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  was  justified  in  hold- 
ing that  the  evidence  objected  to  should  not  be  struck  out  at  the 
present  time  and  in  postponing  consideration  of  the  question  of  the 
relevancy  of  the  evidence  until  final  hearing.  In  Boyce  v.  Eempahtdl 
(C.  D.,  1905, 461 ;  119  O.  G.,  338)  it  was  held  that  this  matter  will  not 
be  reviewed  and  reversed  upon  appeal  prior  to  final  hearing  except 
in  a  clear  case  of  abuse  of  discretion.  I  find  no  such  clear  abuse  of 
discretion  on  tlie  part  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  in  this  case. 

In  his  decision  on  the  present  motion  the  Examiner  of  Interfer- 
ences set  no  limit  of  appeal.  In  the  cnse  of  Deitsch  Brothers  v. 
Loonen  (C.  D.,  1907, 413 ;  131  O.  G.,  2146)  it  was  stated : 

It  la  believed  that  It  will  be  In  tbe  interest  of  good  practice  and  will  work  no 
bardahlp  to  tbe  partlos  If  hereafter  no  appeal  t»e  allowed  from  a  declBlon  of  tbe 
Bxamlner  of  Interferences  denflng  B  motion  to  suppress  ttmtinionjr  or  a  motion 
to  reQnlre  tbe  other  party  to  print  exblblte  prior  to  tbe  appeal  from  bis  declsioo 
on  priority  rendered  after  final  bearing.  Tbe  question  of  tbe  coirectness  of  lila 
decision  on  tbe  motion  can  of  course  be  raised  on  oucb  appeal. 
.  Although  this  appeal  was  taken  prior  to  the  date  of  said  decision, 
the  reasons  which  pnmipted  the  practice  set  forth  therein  are  ap- 
plicable to  tlie  present  case  and  afford  an  additional  ground  why  the 
decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  should  not  be  disturbed. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  w  affirmed. 
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Hamh  v.  Black. 

patent  interference. 

Decided  June  19.  1007. 

132  O.  G..  841. 

1.  iNTXKrxBEHOK — Priobitt — Lack  or  DiuacNct 

Bridence  beld  to  show  tbat  B.,  while  tlie  flrat  to  conceive  tbe  Invention 
In  Issue,  was  tbe  last  to  reduce  to  practice  and  was  not  ex^clBlng  dlllgoice* 
at  tbe  time  H.  ent««d  tbe  fleld  and  Bubsequently  tbereto  and  priority  prop> 
erly  awarded  to  H. 

2.  Same — Sauk — Sauk — Wook  or  otheb  iRVKnTioHB, 

Where  an  Inventor  has  a  conception  at  a  device  which  can  be  pnt  to 
practical  use  upon  devices  existing  In  tbe  art,  delay  In  reducing  tbe  In- 
vention to  practice  for  tbe  purpose  of  perfecting  other  Inventions  to  be 
used  In  connection  therewith  cannot  be  considered  as  an  exercise  of  due 
dillgoice  where  another  baa  In  tbe  meantime  entered  tbe  fleld  and  reduced 
tbe  luTHitlon  to  practice. 
S.  Savb — Same — InvKHTioN  by  Thiw  Pabtt. 

Tbe  question  whether  a  third  party  not  Involved  In  an  Interference  Ib 
tbe  real  Inventor  of  tbe  aubject-iuatter  In  Issue  la  not  pertlnoit  to  tbe  qoes- 
tlon  of  priority  of  Invention. 

Appeal  from  Examiners-in-Cbief. 


Mr.  Lends  K.  OUlson  for  Hamm. 
Mr.  Harold  Serrell  for  Black. 

UooBE,  Aaswtant  Gommiesioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Black  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiners-in- 
Chief  affirming  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  and 
awarding  priority  of  invention  to  Hamm  on  the  following  issue: 

1.  Id  a  signal -lantern,  an  apertured  frame-arm  for  a  color-glass  having  an 
angular  rim  extending  around  tbe  major  portion  of  the  periphery  of  tbe  glass, 
a  Snger  overturned  from  the  rim  at  one  side  and  a  pivoted  plate  at  tbe  opposite 
side  with  an  offset  free  aid  to  pass  over  tbe  edge  of  tbe  glass. 

2.  In  a  signal -lantern,  an  apertured  frame'arm  for  a  color-glass  baring  an 
angnlar  rim  extending  around  the  major  {wrtlon  of  tbe  periphery  of  tbe  glass, 
a  flnger  overturned  from  tbe  rim  at  one  side,  a  pivoted  plate  at  tbe  opposite 
Bide  with  an  offset  free  end  to  pass  over  the  edge  of  the  glass,  nud  means  for 
holding  tbe  said  pivoted  plate  In  place  free  from  accidental  displacement  by 
Tlbntlon. 

8.  In  a  slgnal-lantem,  an  apertured  frame-arm  for  a  color-glass  having  an 
angular  rim  extending  around  the  major  portion  of  tbe  periphery  of  tbe  glass, 
a  flnger  overtamed  from  the  rim  at  one  side,  a  pivoted  plate  at  tbe  opposite 
■Ide  with  an  offset  free  end  to  pass  over  tbe  edge  of  the  glass,  the  frame-arm 
being  provided  with  a  recess  and  the  pivoted  plate  with  an  interlocking  pro- 
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JectioD  for  bolding  said  plTot«d  plate  Id  aa  laltlal  posttlon  of  nae  free  from 
accidental  displacement  b;  Tlbratlon, 

1.  Id  a  Blgnal-lantem,  an  apertured  frame-arm,  composed  of  an  apertnred 
Bheet-metat  part  and  a  plate  connected  tliereto  by  rivets,  a  rim  formed  on  tbe 
Bbeet-metal  pert  bounding  tbe  major  portion  of  tbe  aperture  tbereln  and  Into 
wblcb  rim  the  color-Klaas  Is  adapted  to  be  received  and  flt,  a  finger  overturned 
from  tbe  rim  at  one  side  and  a  pivoted  plate  witb  an  offset  free  end  to  eitoid 
over  tbe  opposite  edge  of  tbe  color-glass,  secured  to  the  plate  portion  of  the 
frame-arm  and  adapted  to  be  turned  toward  tbe  glass  to  hold  tbe  same,  or 
away  from  tbe  glass  to  release  tbe  same. 

The  invention  in  issue  relates  to  improTemente  in  means  for  re- 
movably holding  a  glass  in  an  adjustable  frame  of  a  signal-lamp  and 
consists  in  providing  a  flanged  sheet-metal  frame  of  the  desired  form 
with  a  finger  bent  over  from  the  flange  at  one  side  and  a  pivoted 
linger  having  an  offset  end  at  the  opposite  side  to  embrace  the  edge 
of  the  glass.  The  pivoted  finger  acts  as  a  turn-button  and  is  secured 
from  displacement  by  a  projection  which  interlocks  with  a  depression 
in  the  frame. 

The  Examiners- in-Chief  and  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  con- 
curred in  finding  that  although  Black  was  first  to  conceive  he  was 
lacking  in  diligence  at  the  time  Hamm  entered  the  field  and  reduced 
the  invention  to  practice,  and  accordingly  awarded  priority  of  inven- 
tion to  Hamm. 

Black  is  a  patentee,  and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  Hamm's  applica- 
tion was  not  filed  until  after  he  became  aware  of  the  existence  of 
Black's  patent  (Hamm,  X-Q.  52)  the  burden  is  heavily  upon  him  to 
establish  priority  of  invention  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt. 

The  testimony  in  behalf  of  Black  clearly  shows,  and  it  is  not  seri- 
ously disputed,  that  Black  conceived  the  invention  in  issue  as  early 
as  January,  1903,  and  that  he  reduced  the  invention  to  practice  by 
constructing  a  full-sized  lamp — Black's  Exhibit  No.  2 — ^in  June,  1904. 

Hamm  alleges  in  his  preliminary  statement  that  he  conceived  the 
invention  on  or  about  March  30,  1904,  and  reduced  the  same  to  prac- 
tice on  or  about  April  14,  1904.  He  offers  in  evidence  a  full-sized 
lamp,  "  Hamm's  Exhibit  Tail  Lamp,"  which  he  says  is  one  of  a  pair 
which  was  completed  April  14,  1904.  This  lamp  clearly  embodies 
the  invention  and  constitutes  a  reduction  to  practice  thereof. 

It  is  contended  in  behalf  of  Black  that  the  testimony  offered  by 
Hamm  is  insufficient  to  establish  conception  or  reduction  to  practice 
by  him  at  the  date  alleged. 

Hamm,  who  is  in  the  employ  of  The  Adams  &  Westlake  Company, 
testifies  that  the  order  for  the  construction  of  the  pair  of  lamps,  one  of 
which  is  Hamm's  Exhibit  Tail  Lamp  in  evidence,  was  entered  in  the 
order  books  of  that  company  on  March  2S,  1904,  that  work  was  begun 
on  these  lamps  March  28,  and  the  lamps  completed  April  14,  1904. 
Thif  shop-order,  which  is  numbered  24,061  and  bears  Uie  date  of 
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March  24,  1904,  is  offered  in  evideuoe.  (Hamin's  Exhibit  Shop  Or- 
der.)    It  calls  for  a — 

Pair  No.  88  Tall  Lamps  with  1-S"  gnea  to  engtiie  1-S"  green  to  side  1-S" 
wblte  wltb  raby  ft  great  anlo  olUlee  to  rear.  Lamps  to  have  No.  1  a^al- 
bumer  and  doable  stationai?  bracket  like  on  B/P  H^.  S96  with  handle  under 
bottom  of  lamp  Ooppw  F'oanta. 

Peterson,  tlie  foreman  of  The  Adams  &  Westlake  Company,  iden- 
tifies the  exhibit  lamp  as  one  which  was  made  under  this  order  by 
remsOD  of  the  fact  that  this  lamp  was  one  of  the  first  pair  made  by 
that  company  which  had  two  green  lenses  and  one  white  lens,  with 
an  automatic  device  for  changing  the  colors,  and  having  a  bradtet  of 
that  particular  form.  (Qs.  14,  15;  X-Qs.  39-41.)  Peterson  offered 
in  evidence  certain  pay-roll  time-sheets  of  a  workman,  J.  G.  Mc- 
Gregor, (Exhibits,  Time  Sheet  A  and  B,)  covering  a  period  from 
March  28  to  Apnl  23,  1904,  and  it  is  stipulated  by  opposing  counsel 
that  if  the  time-keeper,  Brightspecker,  were  called  as  a  witness  he 
would  testify  that  these  time-sheets  were  filled  by  him  at  the  time 
they  purport  to  be  dated  and  correctly  state  tlie  numbers  of  the  orders 
upon  which  McGregor  was  employed  during  the  period  covered  by 
them. 

These  time-sheets  show  that  work  was  done  upon  order  Na  24,061, 
above  referred  to,  during  a  period  from  March  28  to  April  13,  1904. 
McGr^^r,  who  is  called  as  a  witness,  testifies  that  he  made  Hamm's 
Kxhibit  Engine  Tail  Lamp  in  the  spring  of  1904  under  Peterson's 
direction  and  that  but  one  pair  of  lamps  of  this  precise  character  was 
made,  although  he  c(Hitinued  to  make  lamps  embodying  the  invention 
in  issue.  He  states  upon  cross-examination  that  his  memory  as  to  the 
time  he  made  these  lamps  was  refreshed  by  reference  to  the  time- 
shecAs  brought  to  his  attention  by  Peterson.  This  pair  of  lamps  was 
placed  in  service  on  the  Pennsylvania  lines  west  of  Pittsburg  in  May, 
1904,  and  other  lamps  embodying  the  invention  in  issue  have  been 
made  continuously  to  the  present  time  by  The  Adams  &  Westlake 
Company. 

The  t^imony  of  Peterson,  McGregor,  and  Hnmm  that  the  exhibit 
lamp  and  its  mate  were  completed  April,  1904,  and  were  the  only 
lamps  of  this  precise  character  which  were  made,  their  identification 
of  this  exhibit  lamp  with  that  called  for  by  the  shop-order,  and  the 
time-sheet  record  showing  work  upon  lamps  corresponding  in  order 
number  to  the  shop-order  in  March  and  April,  1904,  are  believed  to 
conclusively  establish  the  construction  of  t^e  exhibit  lamp  in  April, 
1904,  and  the  testimony  of  Peterson  (Q.  26)  and  McGregor  (Qs, 
9-10)  that  the  swinging  frames  for  the  glass  .are  the  same  as  when 
first  made  shows  that  it  constituted  a  reduction  to  practice  of  the  in- 
Teotion  at  that  time.  ,  -  i 
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It  is  contended  by  Black  that  the  testimony  does  not  show  tlutt 
Hamm  was  the  iuTentor  of  the  device  in  issue.  The  question  whether 
a  third  party  not  involved  in  an  interference  is  the  real  inventor  of 
the  subject-matter  in  issue  is  not  pertinent  to  the  question  of  priority 
of  invention.  {Foster  v.  Antisdel,  C.  D.,  1899,  418;  88  O.  G.,  1527; 
Oarrele  et  al.  v.  Freeman,  C  D.,  1903,  642 ;  103  O.  G.,  1683 ;  Prindle  v. 
Brovm,  C  D.,  1904,  680;  112  O.  G.,  957.)  In  this  case,  however, 
there  appears  to  be  no  reason  to  doubt  that  Hamm  was  the  inventor  of 
the  device  in  issue.  Hamm  avers  that  he  is  the  inventor,  and  Peter- 
son states,  (Q.  31 :) 

I,  I  think.    I  am  sure  txt 

It  having  been  established  that  Hamm  was  first  to  reduce  the  in- 
vention to  practice,  it  remains  to  be  seen  whether  Black  was  active  at 
the  time  Hamm  entered  the  field  and  thereafter  exercised  diligence  in 
reducing  the  invention  to  practice.  It  appears  that  in  January, 
1904,  f^klund,  imder  Black's  instructions,  made  a  model,  which  is 
offered  in  evidence  as  Black's  Exhibit  1.  This  model  does  not  em- 
body the  "  finger  overturned  from  the  rim  at  one  side,"  nor  the  "  piv- 
oted plate  at  t^e  oppoatd  side  with  an  offset  free  end  to  pass  over  the 
edge  of  the  glass,"  called  for  by  the  issue.  A  perforated  plate  having 
an  offset  and  projecting  lug  corresponding  to  the  pivoted  plate  of  the 
issue  is  attached  to  the  frame  and,  according  to  the  testimony  of 
Black  and  Eklund,  has  been  so  attached  since  January,  1904,  for  the 
purpose  of  illustrating  the  pivoted  catch  to  be  embodied  in  full-sized 
lanterns. 

It  appears  from  the  testimony  of  Black  and  Eklund  that  this  model 
was  made  to  demonstrate  a  mechanism  for  Operating  the  colored 
glasses  from  the  outside  of  the  lamp,  and  that  when  Black  became 
satisfied  that  the  mechanism  for  shifting  the  colored  glasses  would 
operate  properly  he  "  told  the  experimenter  not  to  bother  with  this 
pivoted  plate  on  this  identical  model  untU  he  bad  the  lamp  completely 
made  and  then  put  the  pivot  on  the  frame-arm."  (Black,  Q.  29.) 
Eklund  testifies  to  the  same  effect.  (Q.  20.)  It  does  not  appearfrom 
the  testimony  that  Black  made  any  ftirtJier  effort  to  reduce  the  inven- 
tion in  issue  to  practice  until  a  lantern  which  is  offered  in  evidence  as 
Black's  Exhibit  No.  2  was  made.  This  lantern  was  begun  in  May  and 
completed  in  June,  1904.  (Black,  Qs.  30—37,  X-Q.  54;  Eklund,  Qs. 
21—23.) 

It  is  urged  that  Black's  delay  in  reducing  the  invention  in  issue  to 
practice  was  due  to  his  efforts  to  perfect  a  mechanism  for  operating 
the  frames  embodying  the  invention  in  issue.  In  view  of  Black's 
testimony  that  he  was  satisfied  with  the  mechanism  for  operating  the 
pivoted  frames  in  January,  1904,  this  contention  is  believed  to  be 
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withont  foundation.  Furthennore,  tlie  inv«itioD  in  issue  is  inde- 
pendent of  the  mechanism  for  operating  the  frames  and  appears  to  be 
applicable  to  any  lantern  in  which  such  colored  glasses  are  used. 
Where  an  inTentor  has  a  conception  of  a  device  which  could  be  put  to 
practical  use  at  any  time  upon  devices  existing  in  the  art,  delay  in 
reducing  the  inventioQ  to  practice  for  the  purpose  of  perfecting  other 
inventions  to  be  used  in  connection  therewith  cannot  be  considered  as 
an  exercise  of  due  diligence  where  another  has  in  the  meantime  entered 
the  field  and  reduced  the  invention  to  practice.  {Lotierhand  v.  Han- 
son, C.  D.,  1904,  647 ;  110  O.  G.,  861 ;  Stapleton  v.  Kirmey,  C.  D.,  1901, 
«4;96  0.  G.,  1482.) 

By  having  conclusively  established  reduction  to  practice  of  the 
invention  in  April,  1904,  during  the  period  of  Black's  inactivity, 
Hamm  has  sustained  the  burden  of  proof  resting  upon  him. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiners-in-Chief  awarding  priority  of  imven- 
Hon  to  Ham,m  u  a^rmed. 


Ebebsoub  v.  Dckkin. 

patent  intzbference. 

DeoUea  Auguat  1, 1901. 

182  O.  G.,  842. 

1,  iHTKBTEBElTOi: BTIDMICK OttiL   TeflTIMOITT. 

Wbere  wltneeaee  have  an  Independent  recollection  of  eveate  and  the  datee 
ol  their  occurrence,  the  records  of  which  are  accessible  to  oppoBlng  conosel, 
It  is  mmecessar;  that  documentary  evidence  be  produced  as  a  means  of 
refreshing  their  recollection. 

2.  Same — Samb — Saub— Bxduotion  to  Pbaotice. 

The  statement  of  witnesses  who  were  thorougblf  familiar  with  the  con- 
stmctltm  of  a  device  that  It  operated  succeBBfully  Held  sufficient  to  estab- 
lish a  snccessfnl  test  where  the  operation  of  the  device  Is  easily  nnderstood 
and  the  device  Itself  is  in  evidence  and  found  to  satlstBCtorilr  perform  the 
Intended  functlanB. 
S.  Sauk— BEntjcnoH  to  Praotiob — Chabactkb  of  Tbsts. 

Where  devices  of  the  kind  involved  were  well  understood  and  the  on); 
point  to  be  determined  br  the  test  was  whether  npon  the  operation  of  the 
controller-bandle  the  dog  which  was  attached  thereto  would  move  In  the 
way  stated,  HeU  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  a  test  be  performed  under 
condition  of  actual  service  in  order  to  establish  a  reduction  to  practice. 

ApfbUi  from  ExamiuerB-in-Chief. 


Meetrg.  Jones  <&  Addington  and  Messrs.  Jones^  Addvagton  db  Ames 
for  Ebersole. 
Mr.  Charles  N.  Butler  for  Durkin.  .C.Oi^'^lc 
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MoOBs,  Gomrndsnonar: 

This  is  on  appeal  by  Ebersole  from  a  decision  of  the  Exaiuiners-in- 
Cbief  affirming  tiie  decision  of  Uie  Examiner  of  Interferences  and 
awarding  priority  of  invention  to  Durkin  mi  the  following  issue  r 

1.  A  controller  pniTlded  wltb  a  dog  Jointed  to  permit  Its  movemeDt  In  two 
directtoDB,  B  Ktiee  of  stope  for  eiKagtag  aald  d(«,  and  a  rack  for  throwing  oald 
dog  Into  engagement  wltb  eald  atopB. 

2.  A  controller  provided  with  a  dog  Jointed  to  penult  its  moTonent  in  two 
directions,  stops  for  «igagtng  said  dog,  and  serrations  for  throwing  said  doc 
against  said  stops,  tbe  construction  being  sucb  that  tbe  dog  will  Butomsticailj 
disengage. 

8.  A  controller  provided  with  an  oscillating  dog  having  a  ^votal  action  in 
transverse  directions,  a  aupportiog  and  ilmitlng  mechanism  for  said  dog,  and 
means  for  shifting  and  holding  said  dog. 

4.  A  controller  provided  with  a  revolving  supporting  and  llmitlDg  device,  an 
OBclllating  dog  having  a  universal -Joint  connection  with  said  device  for  support- 
ing It  and  limiting  its  action,  stops  for  engaging  said  dog,  and  aerratlons  for 
throwing  said  dog  against  said  stops,  said  dog  being  disengaged  from  said  stops 
automaticailT. 

The  invention  in  issue  relates  to  controller-regulators  which  are 
designed  to  prevent  an  operator  from  too  rapidly  cutting  out  the  re- 
sistance in  a  motor-circuit  and  comprises  a  handle  adapted  to  be 
mounted  on  the  controller-shaft  provided  with  a  compound  dog 
capable  of  movement  in  two  directions  arranged  to  cooperate  with  a 
rack  and  stops  fixed  to  the  controller-casing,  whereby  the  operator 
is  obliged  to  turn  the  controller  slowly  step  by  step. 

Ebersole  does  not  claim  to  have  conceived  the  invention  prior  to 
the  first  part  of  February,  1904.  It  is  claimed  on  behalf  of  Durkin 
that  he  reduced  the  invention  to  practice  in  the  month  of  January, 
1904,  and  it  has  been  found  by  each  of  the  lower  tribunals  that  Durkin 
did  reduce  the  invention  to  practice  at  this  time  by  the  construction 
and  operation  of  a  device  which  is  known  in  the  record  as  "  Durkin's 
Exhibit  E."  In  the  view  which  I  take  of  the  case  this  is  the  only 
question  which  need  be  considered. 

Prior  to  the  conception  of  the  invention  in  controversy  Durkin 
devised  several  different  forms  of  mechanism  intended  to  accomplish 
the  function  of  the  device  in  issue.  The  present  device  differs  from 
the  prior  ones  and  from  prior  devices  of  this  character  principally  in 
the  form  of  the  pawl  or  dog  which  cooperates  with  the  fixed  rack 
and  stops.  Durkin  states  that  he  first  conceived  the  idea  about  De- 
cember, 1908 ;  that  work  was  begun  on  Exhibit  E  in  Eckersley's  shop 
during  the  first  part  of  January,  1904 ;  that  the  device  was  complet«d 
and  in  its  present  condition  about  the  6th  or  7th  of  January,  and 
that  it  worked  all  right  at  that  time. 

The  workman  who  made  this  exhibit,  Wetzel,  states  that  he  worked 
on  it  in  the  "  foi«  part  of  January  "  and  that  it  was  completed  and 


DCOISIOIIB  OP  THB  00HMI8SI0NEB  OF  PATENTS.  31 

in  its  present  form  before  January  20, 1904.  He  fixes  the  d*t«  of  the 
completion  of  this  exhibit  as  being  immediately  after  the  holidays 
and  also  by  reference  to  a  conversation  with  applicant,  Durkin,  dur- 
ing which  Durkin  told  him  that  he  was  going  to  be  married  on  Janu- 
ary 20  and  gave  him  a  few  cigars. 

£k:kersley,  in  whose  shop  this  Exhibit  E  was  made,  states  that  the 
exhibit  was  made  before  January  20,  1904,  and  that  it  worked  all 
rigjit.  This  witness  is  also  able  to  recall  the  dat«  as  being  just  before 
Durtin's  marriage. 

It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  Ebersole  that  since  Durkin  did  not 
testify  as  to  the  date  of  his  marriage  and  as  no  record  evidence  was 
produced  with  respect  to  this  event  the  bare  recollection  of  the  wit- 
nesses is  insufficient  to  establish  this  date;  but  as  the  witnesses  seemed 
to  have  an  independent  recollection  of  the  events  in  question  and  the 
date"  of  their  occurrence  it  was  unnecessary  to  produce  documentary 
evidence  as  a  means  of  refreshing  their  recollection.  They  testify 
positively  as  to  the  date,  their  testimony  is  uncontradicted  and  un- 
shaken by  cross-examination,  and  I  see  no  reason  for  disregarding 
it  or  concluding  that  they  were  mistaken,  especially  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  the  event  to  which  they  referred  as  a  means  for  fixing  the 
date  was  one  which  Was  not  exclusively  within  their  knowledge,  but 
which  could  have  easily  been  disproved  by  counsel  for  Ebersole  had 
he  been  apprehensive  that  they  were  mistaken. 

Counsel  for  Ebersole  points  out  certain  apparent  inconsistencies  in 
Durkin's  record,  presumably  with  the  purpose  to  show  that  the  testi- 
mony is  to  be  given  but  little  weight  It  is  pointed  out  that  although 
Durkin  states  that  he  did  not  "  get  the  idea  "  until  December,  1903,  he 
states  that  he  began  work  on  Exhibit  E  in  July,  1903 ;  but  the  part 
which  Durkin  states  he  made  in  July,  1903,  was  the  rack,  which, 
while  it  forms  a  part  of  the  new  combination  set  forth  in  the  issue,  is, 
in  fact,  an  old  construction,  similar  to  those  used  by  the  applicant  in 
his  previous  inventions.  It  seems  clear  from  the  whole  record  that 
this  rack,  which  he  says  he  made  in  July,  1903,  was  made  for  use 
with  one  of  the  prior  constructions  of  controller-handles  and  not  with 
a  view  to  its  use  with  the  specific  construction  of  pawl  which  forms 
the  pst  of  the  invention  in  issue.  It  is  further  pointed  out  that 
although  it  is  claimed  that  Exhibit  E  was  completed  before  Durkin's 
marriage  Durkin,  in  answer  to  cross-question  103,  in  which  he  is 
asked  why  a  construction  like  Exhibit  E  was  not  put  into  use  in  New 
York  city  instead  of  another  construction,  made  the  following  state- 
ment: 

A.  Tbe  reason  was,  at  tbe  time  I  got  up  Bxblbit  E  In  lOOi  I  did  not  bare 
mooej  enough  to  back  It  up,  as  I  bad  a  wife  and  family  to  take  care  of,  and 
otber  tbings  to  take  up  my  money.    Tbat  was  tbe  reason  tbat  I  tried  to  get 
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Hr.  Baird,  Taylor  and  others  Interested  In  mr  machine.  It  I  had  had  mon^ 
mough  at  that  time  l  would  have  put  It  Into  New  Tork,  but  "  D,"  Exhibit  D, 
was  In  New  Tork  at  that  tlme'tbat  I  was  getting  up  Elzhlblt  K,  knowing  that 
Exhibit  E  was  simpler  tbea  "  D." 

At  first  si^t  this  answer  appears  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  claim 
that  Exhibit  E  was  made  before  Durkio's  marriage;  but  it  seems  ob- 
vious to  me  that  the  witness  had  in  mind  not  the  time  when  the 
exhibit  was  made  but  the  time  when  the  invention  was  ready  for 
commercial  exploitation,  since  the  commercial  use  of  the  device  was 
the  matter  under  consideration,  and  since,  if  this  was  not  what  was 
in  the  witness's  mind,  that  part  of  the  answer  which  states  that  he 
"  did  not  have  money  enough  to  back  it  up  "  would  be  without  point, 
because  the  witness  unquestionably  had  the  money  to  complete,  and 
did,  in  fact,  complete,  the  exhibit  to  which  he  referred. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  evidence  is  sufficient  to  show  that 
Exhibit  E  was  complete  and  in  its  present  condition  prior  to  January 
20, 1904. 

It  is  further  strenuously  urged  that  Exhibit  E  is  not  a  reducti<m 
to  practice  because  it  was  never  tested  in  actual  practice  on  a  con- 
troller; but,  as  pointed  out  by  the  lower  tribunals,  devices  of  this 
character  were  well  understood  at  the  time  this  exhibit  was  made, 
and  the  only  point  to  be  determined  by  a  test  was  whether,  upon  the 
operation  of  the  controller-handle,  the  dog  which  was  attached 
thereto  would  function  in  the  way  intended.  This  could  be  deter- 
mined just  as  well  by  the  operation  of  the  exhibit  as  it  stands  on  its 
block  of  wood  as  if  it  were  attached  to  the  shaft  of  a  controller.  The 
witnesses  stat«  that  it  operated  satisfactorily  when  it  was  completed. 
It  is  objected  that  this  is  only  the  conclusion  of  the  witnesses,  and  it  is 
urged  that  their  bare  statements  are  not  sufficient  on  this  point,  but 
that  they  should  have  stated  how  the  device  was  tested  and  how  the 
parts  bdiaved  under  the  test.  While  this  is  not  one  of  those  simple 
devices  which  requires  no  test  to  demonstrate  its  operativeness,  it  is 
so  simple  that  the  bare  statement  that  it  operated  satisfactorily  by 
witnesses  who  thoroughly  understood  its  construction  and  knew  what 
it  was  intended  to  do  is  sufficient  evidence  of  a  successful  test,  particu- 
larly where  the  device  itself,  unchanged,  is  introduced  in  evidence 
and  is  found  to  satisfactorily  perform  its  intended  functions. 

It  is  therefore  held  that  Durkin  reduced  the  invention  to  practice 
before  it  was  conceived  by  Ebersole. 

The  dedsion  of  the  Examiners-in-Chief  awarding  jmorUy  of  in- 
vention to  Durkin  is  affirmed. 
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Ex  PASTE  Ehfisb  Gbain  &.  Ele7atos  Co. 

AFPUCATION  FOR  BEOISTEATION  OF  T.'IADE-MABK. 

DeoiieA  November  tl,  1907. 

182  O.  0..  844. 

Tkadb-Hakko — **  Kevkbtah.  " — Descbiftite. 

The  word  "  Nevertall "  ae  a  trade-mark  for  itock  and  ponltrr  food  prop- 
erlj'  refused  registration,  dnce  It  Is  descrlptlTe  of  tbe  cMracter  or  quall^ 
of  the  goods  to  which  It  la  applied. 

On  Apfeaii. 

TRAm-MAaK  FOX  FEED  FOX  STOCK  AITO  FOm/TBT. 

Sfeaars.  Alexander  <&  DoweU,  for  the  applicants. 

Moore,  CoTnmiesioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  acticn  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks 
refufflng  to  register  the  mark  "  Neverfail "  as  a  trade-mark  for  stock 
and  poultry  food  for  tiie  reason  that  it  is  descriptive  of  the  character 
or  quality  thereof  and  is  not  registrable  in  view  of  section  5  of  the 
Trade-Mark  Act 

The  specimen  filed  with  the  application  to  show  how  the  mark  is 
actually  used  upon  the  goods  contains  in  addition  -to  "  Neverfail " 
the  words  "  Egg  Producer  Blended  Chicken  Feed  Makes  Hens  Lay." 
The  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks  held  that  it  is  clearly  the  intention 
of  the  label  to  indicate  that  the  use  of  the  said  chicken  feed  will  never 
fail  to  make  hens  lay.  This  is  believed  to  be  the  natural  inference 
from  the  label  as  used.  Undoubtedly  as  applied  to  stock  or  poultry 
food  the  mark  indicates  that  the  food  will  never  fail  to  have  the 
desired  effect  and  is  therefore  descriptive  of  the  quality  of  the  food. 

The  mark  is  very  similar  to  the  word  "  Infallible,"  which  was  re- 
fused registration  as  a  trade-mark  for  flour  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
descriptive  of  the  quality  of  the  goods,  in  the  case  of  ex  parte  The 
Sauers  MUling  Company  (C.  D.,  1907,  231 ;  12&  O.  G.,  3161.)  In 
fact,  one  of  the  definitions  given  in  Wehster^s  Unabridged  Dictionary 
for  "  infallible  "  is  "  not  liable  to  fail." 

The  mark  of  the  application  is  also  similar  to  the  following  marks, 
which  have  been  refused  registration  on  the  ground  that  they  are 
descriptive  of  the  goods  with  which  they  were  used;  "  Nevers-Tick," 
for  lubricants,  {ex  parte  Woolworth,  C.  D.,  1902,  311;  100  O.  G., 
1976;)  "  Worthmore,"  for  shoes,  {ex  parte  Block  Brothers  Clothing 
Company,  C.  D.,  1906,  357;  124  O.  G.,  1521;)  "Euat?  Never  I  "  for 
hooks  and  eyes,  {ex  parte  The  De  Long  Hook  i&  Eye  Company,  C.  D., 
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1907,  132;  128  O.  0.,  885;)  "Self  Loading,"  for  cartridges,  (The 
Peters  Cartridge  Company  v.  T/is  Wirwhesicr  Repeating  Arms  Com- 
pany, C.  D.,  1907,  181;  128  O.  G.,  3287.) 

Likewise  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  in  the  case 
of  FuOer  v.  Euf  (C  D.,  1900,  351;  92  O.  G.,  1620)  held  "Health 
Food  "  not  to  be  a  technical  trade-mark  for  food,  because  the  tenn 
means  health  food  or  health-producing  food  and  is  therefore  descrip- 
tive of  quality. 

Obviously  appellant  should  not  be  permitted  to  monopolize  the 
term  *'  Neverfail  "  for  food  of  any  kind,  since  any  other  manufacturer 
has  an  equal  right  to  describe  his  goods  by  stating  they  "  never  fail " 
to  produce  certain  results. 

The  deoiaion  of  the  Examiner  is  ajjirmed. 


JosLEYN  V.  Hui«e. 

PATENT  INTERFEBENCE. 

DeciAei  January  M,  I90S. 
132  O.  0.,  844. 

1.  Intufbekob  Praotioe — Bulk  100. 

No  appeal  lies  from  a  favorable  decfBlon  rendered  on  a  motion  to  amend 
under  Role  100  wbether  rendered  by  tbe  Examiner  or  the  EiamlnerB-lU' 
Chief. 

2,  Saub— Same— Hule  130. 

Tbe  fact  tbat  a  pari;  cannot  under  tbe  provleions  of  Bule  100  bring, a 
motion  to  dissolve  as  to  counts  added  to  tbe  Issue  of  tbe  interference  will 
not  of  Itself  prevent  blm  from  urging  under  tbe  provisions  of  Rule  180  tbe 
rlgbt  of  bis  opponent  to  make  tbe  claims. 

On  Petition. 

TIPB-WBlTIIfO    MACHIHK, 

Mr.  Jacob  Felbel  for  Josleyn. 
Messrs.  Knight  Bros,  for  Hulse. 

BiLLiNGB,  Assistant  GommissioneF: 

This  is  a  petition  by  Josleyn  that  an  appeal  filed  by  him  from  a 
decision  of  the  Examiners-in-Chief  be  heard  and  decided  "and  that  if 
tbe  decision  be  affirmed  an  order  be  entered  granting  to  Josleyn  per- 
mission to  urge  under  the  provisions  of  Rule  130  the  non-patentabil- 
ity to  Hulse  of  the  claims  involved. 

It  appears  that  Hulse  brought  a  motion  under  Rule  109  to  amend 
the  issue  by  tbe  addition  of  certain  claims  which  had  been  made  by 
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Josleyn.  The  motion  was  denied  by  tiie  Primary  Examiner,  but  on 
appeal  his  decision  was  reversed  by  the  Ezaminers-in-Chief.  It  is 
from  this  decision  that  Josl^n  desires  to  appeal. 

Rule  121  provides  that  no  appeal  will  be  permitted  from  an  affirm- 
ative decision  rendered  on  a  motion  to  dissolve  on  the  question  of  the 
right  to  make  the  claims,  and  this  applies  to  a  decision  rendered  by 
the  Kxaminers-in-Chief  as  well  as  to  a  decision  by  the  Primary 
Examiner.  {Coleman  v.  BuUard  v.  Struble,  C.  D.,  1905,  40;  114 
O.  G.,  973.)  The  question  of  the  right  of  Hulse  to  make  the  claims 
in  the  case  arose  on  a  motion  brought  under  Rule  109 ;  but  the  same 
reasons  for  not  permitting  an  appeal  from  a  favorable  decision  exists 
in  this  case  as  on  a  motion  to  dissolve.  In  the  case  of  Townaend  v. 
Copeland  v.  Rohinaon  (C.  D.,  1907, 35;  126  O.  G.,  1355)  it  was  pointed 
out  that  the  practice  on  motions  under  Rule  109  should  follow  the 
practice  under  Rule  124. 

As  to  the  second  part  of  the  petition,  an  order  such  as  asked  for 
would  not  be  proper  at  this  time,  as  the  question  of  a  party's  right 
under  Rule  130  to  argue  the  question  of  the  patentability  of  the 
claims  to  his  opponent  is  one  which  should  be  passed  upon  in  the  first 
instance  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences.  It  is  thought,  however, 
proper  to  state  that  the  fact  that  Josleyn  has  not  made  a  motion  to 
dissolve  the  interference  as  to  the  counts  included  in  the  motion  to 
amend  brought  under  Rule  109  should  not  of  itself  prevent  him  from 
urging  the  question  of  non-patentability  to  Hulse  at  the  final  hear- 
ing. Rule  130  explicitly  covers  the  case  as  here  presented,  for  it 
states  tiiat  the  moving  party  must  have  duly  present«d  and  prose- 
cQted  a  motion,  under  Rule  122  for  dissolution  upon  the  ground  in 
question  "  or  show  good  reason  why  such  a  motion  was  not  presented 
and  prosecuted."  Inasmuch  as  Rule  109  provides  that — 
motions  for  dlswIuUon  wU!  not  be  trHnsmltted  in  regard  tliereto  wbere  the 
qaeetlODB  raised  could  bare  been  dleposed  of  In  connection  with  the  admission 
of  the  claims — 

and  where  the  record  clearly  shows  that  these  questions  were  duly 
raised  and  disposed  of  in  connection  with  the  admission  of  the  claims 
good  reasons  are  apparent  "  why  such  a  motion  was  not  presented 
and  prosecuted."  It  is  evident,  moreover,  that  what  Rule  130  re- 
quires is  that  the  question  of  the  patentability  of  the  claims  to  the 
other  party  shall  have  been  duly  presented  and  prosecuted  before  the 
Primary  Examiner,  and  it  is  therefore  immaterial  whether  this  was 
done  on  a  motion  to  dissolve  or  on  a  motion  to  amend. 

The  petition,  it  denied. 


,,  Google 


So  DSOISIONB  OP   THE  OOMMISSIOKBB  OF  FATBNI8. 

Gouu)  V,  Barnabd. 

PATENT  nrrEBFEHENCB. 

DecUMi  Ocfober  8,  1907. 

1S2  O.  O..  1071. 

1,  I  HTBBFjJuatos— Tcnnf  ORT— Rebttttai. 

Whes  Q.,  tlie  Junior  partj,  alleges  Id  hla  preUmlnarj  stat^nent  dis- 
closure to  others  In  1804  and  neltbet  be  nor  his  wltnem,  M.,  in  bis  testi- 
mony-ln -chief,  refer  to  an  earlier  dlsclosnrc^  HeH  that  the  testimony  ot  U. 
In  rebuttal  tlut  O.  disclosed  tbe  iDTentlon  to  him  In  1903  is  not  to  be  glTsn 


2.  Samk — OaioinALiTT — Buploteb  and  Euplotel 

Brldence  considered  and  Held  to  sbow  that  B.  originated  tbe  invoitlon 
and  that  no  such  relation  of  employer  and  employee  waa  diown  to  ezlat  as 
wonld  canae  tbe  Invention  to  Inure  to  tbe  benefit  of  Q> 

Appeal  from  Examiners-in-Chief. 

FIBB-ALABM    APPABATUS 

Mr.  Reuben  L.  Roberts  for  Gould. 
Mr.  Wiliiam  A.  Megrath  for  Barnard 

Moors,  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiners-in-Chief 
affirming  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  and  awarding 
priority  of  invention  to  Barnard. 

The  following  count  of  the  issue  sufficiently  iUusbratas  the  nature 
of  the  invention: 

Count  1.  In  an  electrical  thermostat,  a  metal  plate  of  relatively  low  fualog- 
polnt  and  a  relatively  porous  Insulatlng-sbeet  upon  one  side  thereof,  the  two 
located  between  two  metal  plates  of  relattrely  high  fnsing-polnt  In  close  contact 
therewith,  an  Insulating-chamber  which  peripherally  incloses'the  plate  of  low- 
fnslng  metal,  and  a  terminal  for  a  circuit-conductor  electrically  connected  with 
each  hlgh-fuBlng  plate,  for  the  purpose  described. 

The  invention  in  issue  is  a  fire-detecting  device  designed  to  be  con- 
nected in  an  electric  circuit  with  an  alarm.  It  comprises  a  metal  plate 
having  a  relatively  low  fusing-point  placed  between  and  separated 
from  two  plates  in  the  electric  circuit,  having  relatively  high  fusing- 
points,  by  porous  insulation.  When  the  temperature  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  device  rises  sufficiently  to  fuse  the  plate  having  the  relatively 
low  ^sing-point,  the  molten  metal  penetrates  the  porous  insulating 
material,  completes  the  electric  circuit,  and  actuates  the  alarm. 

The  question  presented  is  that  of  originality  rather  than  of  priority 
of  invention.  At  the  time  the  invention  was  made  Qould  was  presi- 
dent of  the  Montank  Fire  Detecting  Wire  Company  and  Barnard  a 
salesman  for  that  company.    It  is  claimed  by  the  appellant,  Gould, 
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thai  the  inveotioii  vras  disclosed  t^  him  to  Barnard,  who  made  draw- 
ings in  accordance  with  his  disclosure,  and  that  a  device  embodying 
the  invention  in  issue  was  made  fmn  these  drawings.  Gould  also 
claims  tliat  whatever  Barnard  did  should  accrue  to  him,  because  of 
the  relation  of  employer  and  employee.  Barnard,  on  the  other  band, 
claims  to  have  made  these  drawings  in  view  of  a  suggestion  of  Gould 
that  the  device  the  company  was  at  that  time  making  was  not  satis- 
factory and  denies  that  Gould  disclosed  the  invention  to  him  or  made 
any  suggestions  as  to  its  manner  of  construction. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  and  the  Ezaminers-in-Chief  con- 
corred  in  finding  that  Gould  bad  failed  to  establish  any  disclosure  of 
the  invention  to  Barnard  and  that  there  was  no  relation  of  employer 
and  employee  between  the  contesting  parties.  They  also  found  that 
the  invention  was  made  by  Barnard  and  not  by  Gould.  In  my  opiu- 
i(»i  the  decisions  of  the  lower  tribunals  are  right. 

Gould  alleges  in  his  preliminary  statement  that  he  conceived  the 
invention  in  April,  1903,  and  disclosed  it  to  others  in  May,  1904.  His 
testimony  is  to  the  same  effect.  No  evidence  other  than  his  unsup- 
ported testimony  is  presented  in  his  testimony-in-cbief  to  establish 
the  alleged  date  of  conception.  Upon  rebuttal,  however,  Montgom- 
ery, an  employee  of  the  Montauk  Company,  testifies  that  Gould  dis- 
closed the  invention  to  him  in  October,  1903.  This  testimony  is  not 
to  be  given  credence,  since  it  was  given  after  both  Gould  and  Mont- 
g(»nery  had  testified  in  regard  to  the  invention  in  their  testimony-in- 
chief  without  referring  to  this  alleged  disclosure  and  after  the  proofs 
taken  in  behalf  of  Barnard  had  closed,  and,  further,  for  the  reason 
that  it  is  at  variance  with  the  allegations  of  Gould's  preliminary 
statement. 

It  is  not  disputed  that  Gould  was  present  at  the  time  Barnard  made 
the  first  drawing  of  the  device  in  controversy ;  but  Gould's  testimony 
in  regard  to  his  alleged  disclosure  to  Barnard  is  not  corroborated. 
On  the  contrary,  the  circumstances  surrounding  the  development  of 
the  invention  indicate  that  the  invention  was  made  by  Barnard  and 
not  by  Gould. 

The  first  drawing,  Barnard's  Exhibit  Xo.  1,  which  is  dated  April 
S8-29.  1904,  is  witnessed  by  H.  D.  Montgomery  and  I.  Richards,  and 
it  is  admitted  that  these  signatures  were  inscribed  there  by  those  per- 
scHis  on  the  dates  appearing  after  their  names.  Gould  states  that  he 
made  no  objection  to  the  witnesses  affixing  their  names  to  these  draw- 
ings, because  he  "  believed  them  at  that  time  to  be  witnessed  as  draw- 
ings and  not  inventions: "    (Beb.  Q.  36.) 

JaiMns,  who  was  a  director  of  the  Montauk  Company  in  1903  and 
1904  and  who  was  subpcenaed  to  testify  in  behalf  of  Barnard,  says 
that  he  always  understood  that  Barnard  was  the  inventor  and  that 
eOOSS— H.  Doc.  1849, 60-2 i 
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he  inferred  that  the  act  of  Barnard  in  signing  the  drawings  and  hav- 
ing it  witnessed  constituted  his  claim  to  the  invention. 

He  also  states  that  he  subsequently  called  this  fact  to  Gould's  at- 
tention when  Gould,  ob)ecting  to  a  claim  of  Barnard's  for  remunera- 
tion as  excessive,  said  that  he  and  not  Barnard  made  the  invention. 
Jenkins  testifies  concerning  this  circumstance  as  follows: 

Q.  IC.  Wbat  did  yon  say  to  Mr.  Qould  when  be  Inld  claim  to  this  invention? 

A.  My  recollection  Is  hazy  about  it.  but  I  am  sure  I  satd  one  tbtng  to  hint, 
and  that  was  tbat  If  be  invented  the  tbenaostat  bimself  wby  sliould  be  let  tbe 
drawing  £0  tbrougb  witnessed. 

It  does  not  appear  from  the  te^imony  that  Gould  claimed  to  be  the 
inventor  of  the  invention  in  issue  at  the  time  these  drawings  were 
made  or  at  any  time  prior  to  the  date  upon  which  Barnard  submitted 
to  hiui  a  specific  claim  for  stock  in  the  company  in  exchange  for  tbe 
assignment  of  the  invention. 

After  the  construction  of  this  drawing  a  thermostat  was  made  in 
accordance  therewith  by  the  Bruckner  Telephone  Company  under 
Barnard's  directions.  The  bill  therefor  was  charged  to  the  Montauk 
Company  and  was  paid  by  that  company.  After  the  construction  of 
the  device  Barnard's  attorney,  Megrath,  was  called  to  the  office  of  the 
Montauk  Company  for  the  purpose  of  arranging  for  an  application 
for  patent  upon  the  invention,  and  it  appears  from  the  testimony  of 
Barnard  and  Megrath  that  the  question  of  the  amount  Barnard  was 
to  receive  for  this  invention  was  discussed  at  this  interview,  Gould, 
however,  denies  that  this  matter  was  considered  and  that  he  ever  gave 
Megrath  instructions  to  prepare  any  application  for  him,  but  admits 
that  the  invention  disclosed  in  Barnard's  drawings,  which  included 
this  invention,  was  discussed. 

Megrath's  blotter  contains  an  entry  under  date  of  May  17,  1904, 
charging  and  preparing  application  on  this  and  "systems"  and 
"  drawing  "  to  the  Montauk  Fire  Detecting  Company.  This  bill  was 
subsequently  paid  by  Barnard. 

It  appears  that  no  decision  as  to  the  amount  of  compensation  Bar- 
nard IV  as  to  receive  was  reached  at  the  interview  between  Gould,  Bar- 
nard, and  Megrath,  and  that  subsequently  Barnard  wrote  a  letter  to 
Gould  stating  the  amount  of  stock  in  the  company  he  would  accept 
for  his  inventions  in  thermostats.  A  press  copy  of  this  letter  is  in 
evidence.  {Barnard's  Exhibit  No.  7.)  Gould  admits  having  re- 
ceived tills  letter,  but  allepes  that  it  referred  to  an  "  automatic  cir- 
cuit-changer "  and  a  "circuit-board,"  both  of  which  he  admits  were 
invented  by  Barnard  and  were  constructed  at  the  expense  of  the  Mon- 
tauk Company.  The  circumstances  above  related  all  tend  to  support 
Barnard's  claim  to  inventorship  despite  the  denials  and  explanations 
made  by  Gould,  and  the  testimony  presented  in  behalf  of  Gould  is 
clearly  insufficient,  in  view  of  these  circumstances,  to  sustain  the  bur- 
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den  of  proof  placed  uptm  him  as  the  junior  applicant.  The  claim  on 
behnlf  of  Gould  that  the  invention  in  issue  belongs  to  Glould  because 
of  Barnard's  having  been  in  the  employ  of  the  Montauk  Company  at 
the  time  he  made  the  drawings  of  the  invention  and  directed  its  de- 
velopment is  not  warranted  by  the  facts  established  in  the  testimony. 

Barnard  entered  the  employ  of  that  company  in  the  summer  of 
1903  as  a  salesman  on  c(Hnmissi<m.  Subsequently,  in  March,  1901, 
he  was  paid  fifteen  dollars  per  week  for  work  done  for  that  company 
other  than  actual  sales  of  their  product.  This  work,  according  to 
Barnard's  statement,  was  in  remuneration  of  time  spent  in  the  com- 
pany's interest  as  representing  the  company  befo^'e  underwriters  and 
similar  work.  It  does  not  appear  that  there  was  any  contract,  either 
expressed  or  implied,  that  he  was  employed  to  develop  inventions  for 
Gould  or  for  the  Montauk  Company,  as  appears  from  Gould's  testi- 
mony on  cross-examination. 

X-Q.  47.  Waa  tbere  any  anderstandliig  tbat  any  inventlODB  Mr.  Baniard  made 
belonged  to  yon? 

A.  He  came  there  to  work  generall;  for  the  Interests  of  tufself  aad  tbat  of 
tlie  company. 

It  furthermore  appears  that  Barnard  made  other  inventions  dur- 
ing hU  connection  with  that  company  which  were  developed  at  the 
expense  of  the  Montauk  Company  in  the  same  manner  a^  the  one  in 
issue  and  of  which  bis  claim  to  inventorship  and  ownership  is  not 
disputed. 

In  view  of  these  facts  it  is  clear  that  no  such  relation  of  employer 
and  employee  between  Gould  and  Barnard  is  established  as  would 
cause  the  invention  of  the  latter  to  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  former. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiners-in-Chief  awarding  priority  of  in- 
vention to  Barnard  is  affirmed. 


Kz  PARTE  DxHPflBT. 
APPLICATION  POE  PATENT, 

Decided  Deoember  21, 1907. 
182  O.  G.,  1073. 

1.  FiETAi.  Feb — Deut  ih  Fn.mo — Nor  Acceptid. 

A  final  fee  which  ^aa  inclosed  In  a  letter  reglBtered  at  a  mibstaltoa  of  the 
poat-offlce  of  WaBblngton,  D.  C,  at  atwut  half-past  ten  o'clock  of  the  last 
da;  for  payment,  bat  which  was  not  delivered  to  the  Office  until  the  eeoond 
da;  thereafter  becaoBe  of  an  Intervening  holiday,  will  not  be  accepted  and 
applied,  as  It  was  filed  outElde  of  the  period  fixed  by  law. 

2.  Postal  AvTnoBrriES  Agentr  op  Sendkb. 

The  postal  anthorltfes  are  the  agents  of  the  Render  and  not  of  the  Patent 
OIBce,  and  a  delay  by  them  mast  bo  charged  to  the  prliu^pali-  'C'tOglC 
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3.'  Final  Fes  Received  Late — Corbideratioh  or  UrrHODB  or  Dtuvtama  IfAiu 
A  QunI  fee  which  la  filed  too  late  cannot  be  received  on  tbe  groaad  that  If 
the  puet-offlce  Instead  of  an  agent  of  the  Patent  Office  bad  delivered  the 
sume  or  If  the  agent  of  the  Patent  Office  had  called  at  the  post-office  late  In 
the  day  Instead  of  tbe  middle  thereof  the  fee  would  have  reached  the  Patent 
Office  In  time.  The  Patent  Office  la  required  to  send  for  its  mall,  and  It 
cannot  control  this  matter,  and  experience  has  shown  that  It  la  necessary  to 
the  security  of  those  bavlog  business  with  the  Office  and  la  most  convenient 
to  the  Office  and  the  public  to  collect  the  registered  mall  ahortly  after  mid- 
day, and  DO  good  reason  Is  serai  for  departing  from  the  practice. 

On  Pbtitioh. 

UETALLUBOICAL  lUlIf ACB. 

Mr.  'W<dter  E.  Pumphrey  for  the  applicant. 

Moore,  Com/nUsstoner: 

This  is  a  petition  that  a  final  fee  which  reached  the  Office  after  the 
expiration  of  the  six  months  allowed  for  the  payment  of  final  fees  be 
received  and  appUed. 

It  appears  that  the  fee  was  inclosed  in  a  letter  which  was  registered 
at  a  substation  of  the  post-office  of  Washington,  D.  C,  at  about  half- 
past  ten  o'clock  on  the  morning  of  November  27,  1907,  which  was  the 
last  day  of  the  period  allowed  for  payment;  but  tlie  letter  was  not 
received  at  the  Office  until  November  29,  1907. 

With  respect  to  the  delivery  of  registered  mail  to  this  Office,  it  is 
the  practice  to  send  a  special  messenger  to  the  post-office  for  the  same 
at  about  12.50  p.  m.  each  day.  When  this  messenger  called  at  the 
post-office  on  November  27,  1907,  the  registered  letter  sent  by  peti- 
tioner was  not  delivered  to  him,  and  it  did  not  reach  the  Office  until 
November  29,  1907,  the  intervening  day  being  a  holiday. 

It  is  clear  that  so  far  as  there  was  any  delay  by  the  postal  authori- 
ties this  Office  is  not  responsible  therefor,  as  the  post-office  is  the  agent 
of  the  sender  and  not  of  the  one  to  whom  the  mail  is  directed.  It  is 
urged,  however,  that  the  letter — 

would  have  been  delivered  in  ample  time  but  for  some  special  messenger  service 
Instituted  or  organized  for -the  convenience  of  the  Patent  Office,  which  Interfered 
wltb  and  prevented  such  regular  delivery. 

As  to  this,  it  is  to  be  said  that  the  Patent  Office,  like  the  other  bureaus 
of  the  Government,  is  required  to  send  for  the  official  mail,  and  it  is 
without  the  power  of  the  Office  to  control  this  practice,  which  has 
been  in  vogue  for  many  years.  It  is  further  urged  that  in  any  event 
registered  mail  should  be  delivered  more  than  once  a  day,  or  at  least 
that  the  delivery  be  made  late  in  the  day  and  not  at  noon.  As  to  this 
point,  it  is  to  be  said  that  the  practice  of  which  complaint  is  made  has 
been  determined  by  long  experience  and  is  deemed  necessary  for  the 
security  of  those  having  business  with  the  Office.    It  is  believed  that 
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Qua  practice  results  in  the  least  inconvenience  to  the  Office  and  to 
applicants  in  general  and  that  it  should  not  be  changed  in  order  to 
meet  the  unusual  circumstances  presented  here.  In  this  connection 
attention  is  directed  to  the  decision  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  in  the  case  of  ex  parte  Cannon,  (C.  D.,  1901,  263;  94  O.  G., 
2165.)  Applicants  have  six  months  in  which  to  pay  &nal  fees,  which 
is  regarded  as  ample  time,  especially  in  view  of  the  excellent  trana- 
portation  facilities  which  the  world  affords  at  the  present  time.  In 
this  case  it  would  seem  that  proper  precautions  were  not  taken  to 
insure  delivery.  It  is  well  known  that  the  registration  of  mail  does 
not  tend  to  insure  quick  delivery,  but  security.  In  choosing  this 
method  instead  of  special  delivery  or  a  delivery  by  special  agent  appli- 
cant assumed  the  risk  of  delay  and  must  abide  by  the  result. 
The  petition  is  denied. 


Maiticb  v.  Lanowortht. 

patekt  intbrfebence. 

Decided  Januarv  tt,  1908, 

132  O.  O.,  lOTS. 

Iht^webemck— Kui*  109 — Appeal. 

Where  an  Examiner  rejects  cIbIiub  preaented  by  a  P«rty  for  Interference 
nnder  Rule  109,  be  alioiild  set  a  limit  of  appeal  from  his  decision  whether 
Ibe  claims  bad  been  allowed  to  the  other  party  or  bad  been  made  for  tbe 
flret  time  bj  tbe  movlDg  party. 

On  PtriTiON. 


Me9»r».  Ward  tfi  Cameron  and  Megfra,  Meyers,  Cvskman  db  Rea  for 
Mattice. 
Messrs.  Arthur  C.  Fraser  de  Usina  for  Langworthy. 

BiLUNGB,  Assistant  Com/missuyner: 

This  is  a  petition  by  Mattice  that  the  Commissioner  adjudge  that 
tbe  decision  of  the  Primary  Examiner  on  Langworthy's  motion  to 
amend  the  issue  under  Bule  109  is  final  and  that  the  Examiners-in- 
Cbief  have  no  jurisdiction  to  consider  and  determine  an  appeal  tliere- 

It  appears  that  within  the  time  allowed  for  brin^g  such  motions 
Langworthy  filed  a  motion  to  amend  the  issue  by  the  addition  of 
two  claims.  This  motion  was  transmitted  to  the  Primary  Examiner, 
and  at  the  hearing  thefeon  Langworthy  presented  two  additional 
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claims  for  the  con^dention  of  the  Examiner.  The  Examiner  held 
that  the  first  two  claims  presented  by  Lan^^orthy  were  not  paleid- 
able  and  rejected  the  same  and  that  he  had  no  authority  to  consider 
the  other  two  claims.  Thereup<Mi  Langworthy  brought  a  motion 
before  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  to  transmit  a  second  motion 
to  amend,  which  included  the  two  claims  which  the  Examiner  had 
refused  to  consider.  This  motion  was  denied  transmission,  and  on 
appeal  to  the  Cc«nmissioner  in  a  decision  rendered  December  20, 1907, 
the  action  of  the  Examiner  in  refusing  to  consider  the  daims  pre- 
sented at  the  hearing  and  the  action  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences 
in  refusing  to  transmit  the  second  motion  were  held  to  have  been 
proper.  The  question  of  Langworthy's  right  to  appeal  as  to  these 
two  chtims,  which  were  numbered  8  and  9,  is  therefore  settled. 

As  to  the  other  two  claims,  Langworthy's  appeal  was  taken  in 
accordance  with  the  practice  laid  down  in  Towjisend  v.  Copeland  v. 
RobtTiaon,  (C.  D.,  1907,  35,  126  O.  G.,  1355,)  which  decision  pointed 
out  that  the  Examiner  should  enter  the  claims  and  if  he  regarded 
them  as  unpatentable  or  that  the  moving  party  had  no  right  to  make 
them  he  should  follow  the  practice  under  Rule  124— namely,  to  reject 
the  claims,  set  a  time  for  reconsideration,  and  if  upon  reconsideration 
he  adhered  to  his  original  decision  he  should  make  his  action  final 
and  set  u  limit  of  appeal  therefrom.  It  is  true  that  at  the  time  this 
decision  was  rendered  there  was  a  distinction  made  between  claims 
which  had  been  allowed  to  the  other  party  and  were  pro^ided  for 
under  Kule  109  as  it  existed  at  that  time  and  claims  which  were  not 
included  in  the  other  party's  case,  but, had  been  made  for  the  first 
time  by  the  moving  party,  and  which  were  provided  for  under  the 
Commissioner's  decision  in  Churchward  v.  Douglas  v.  Cutler^  (C.  D., 
1903,  389;  106  O.  G.,  2016.)  Rule  109  was,  however,  amended  on 
July  17,  1907,  so  as  to  include  both  of  these  cases,  and  it  is  believed 
tliat  no  distinction  should  be  made  between  them  as  to  the  right  of 
appeal. 

The  petition  is  denied. 


Ex  PABTE  C.  Shenkbebo  Ca 

APPUCATIOM    FOB    BEGISTRATION   OF  TBADE-UASK. 

Decided  Jamtarv  £4.  1S08. 

182  O.  O.,  1073. 

Tsade-Mabxs — "  Numr  Coan  " — Ducbiptitb. 

Tbe  words  "  Nutty  Com  "  beld  to  be  dMcrlptlve  of  a  mixture  at  candled 
nnt%  com,  and  cocoanut  and  reclstratlon  of  tb«  same  properly  refused. 
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On  Appbal. 

tbade-uabk  fob  cohfeononbbt. 

Messrs.  Spear^  MiddUton,  Doruddaon  <&  Spear  for  the  applicanL 

BiLUNas,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade- 
Marks  refusing  to  register  the  words  "  N^iitty  Com  "  as  a  trade-mark 
for  a  candied  mixture  of  nuts  and  corn  and  cocoanut.  The  ground  of 
the  refusal  is  that  the  mark  is  descriptive  of  the  goods  and  that  regis- 
tration is  therefore  prohibited  by  section  5  of  the  act  of  February  20, 
1905. 

The  specimens  on  file  show  that  this  mark  is  applied  to  a  mixture 
of  candied  nuts,  com,  and  cocoanut.  Since  the  word  "  nutty  "  means 
abounding  in  nuts,  it  is  believed  that  this  mark  as  applied  to  candy 
would  indicate  candy  which  contains  nuts  and  corn.  It  is  therefore 
descriptive  of  the  goods  to  which  it  is  applied. 

The  refusal  to  register  this  mark  is  in  accordance  with  the  well- 
settled  practice  of  the  Office,  as  shown  in  the  following  deci-sions: 
Ex  parte  Eorliek^s  Food  Company,  (C.  D.,  1898,  620;  84  O.  G.,  1870) 
where  the  words  "  Malted  Milk  "  were  refused  registration  as  a  trade- 
mark for  a  food  preparation  for  infants;  ex  parte  G.  F.  Heuhhin  <& 
Bro.,  (C.  D.,  1899,  64;  87  O.  G.,  179}  where  "Apple  and  Honey" 
was  refused  registration  as  a  trade-mark  for  a  cure  for  coughs  and 
colds,  the  main  ingredients  of  which  were  cider-brandy  and  honey; 
ex  parte  Spayd,  (C.  D.,  1899,  19;  86  O.  G.,  G31)  where  the  words 
"  Bromo  Soda  Mint "  were  refused  registration  as  a  trade-mark  for 
a  remedy  for  certain  named  diseases. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  is  affirmed. 


Ex  PARTE  Jackson. 

APPLICATION  FOB  PATENT. 

Decided  January  2i.  1908. 
132  O.  O.,  1324. 
Final  RBjEcnoti— Puuatdbe. 

Wtiere  aa  Examiner  flnilB  ft  necesanry  to  give  r^nnotia  explaining  the 
a[q>HcAbllity  of  a  reference,  a  final  rejection  sliould  not  be  entered  In  tlie 
letter  In  which  these  reasons  are  stated  for  the  first  time. 

On  Petition. 

electrical  ueasuxino  inbtbuueht. 

Mr.  Charles  A.  Brown  and  Mr.  Marcellus  Bailey  for  the  applicant. 

BiLLiNOS,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  that  the  final  rejection  in  this  case  be  set  aside  as 
premature. 
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It  Bppears  from  the  record  that  the  Examiner  rejected  three 
claims  on  a  certain  patent  and  in  his  lett«r  of  rejection  did  not  ex- 
plain the  applicability  of  this  patent  to  the  claims  against  vhich  it 
was  cited.  The  applicant  responded  with  quite  a  full  statement,  set- 
ting forth  his  reasons  why  in  his  opinion  the  patent  cited  should  not 
be  insisted  upon  as  a  reference.  It  is  clear  from  the  record  that  this 
case  is  not  one  of  those  simple  cases  in  which  the  requirements  are 
merely  satisfied  by  a  citation  of  the  references  without  further  expla- 
nation, for  in  response  to  the  appellant's  argument  the  Examiner 
gave  quite  fully  his  reasons  for  the  citation  of  the  patent  as  a  refer- 
ence. In  this  second  letter,  in  which  the  reasons  of  the  Examiner 
were  stated  for  the  first  time,  the  claims  were  finally  rejected.  The 
only  course  that  the  applicant  could  pursue,  should  this  final  rejection 
stand,  would  be  to  cancel  these  claims  or  to  appeal  to  the  Examiners- 
in-Chief.  Such  a  state  of  affairs  should  not  exist,  for  it  is  very  clear 
that  the  applicant  should  not  be  forced  to  eliminate  the  claims  of  the 
case,  neither  should  he  be  forced  to  take  an  appeal  upon  claims  which, 
considered  in  the  light  of  the  statement  of  the  Examiner,  require  fur- 
ther amendment,  for  the  record  shows  that  the  applicant  did  amend 
his  claims  in  the  next  action.  This  amendment  was  not  entered, 
because  the  Examiner  held  the  case  to  be  under  final  rejection. 
Where  an  Examiner  finds  it  necessary  to  give  reasons  explaining  the 
applicability  of  a  reference,  a  final  rejection  should  not  be  entered  in 
the  same  letter  where  those  reasons  have  been  stated  for  the  first  time. 

The  peiitian  is  ff ranted. 


MoAkthtib  v.  Mtoatt. 

fatent  interference. 

Decided  October  2i,  1907, 
132  O.  O..  1585. 

1.  IWTEBFgagH  CE— PHlOalT Y— Dl  LlOEaCE. 

Wbere  McA.  CTincelTed  Uie  Invention  In  the  Bummer  of  1003,  bnt  dU 
practicallj  nothing  toward  reduction  to  practice  nntll  April  21,  1904,  wbtai 
be  wrote  to  lila  patput  attomey  instructing  btm  to  flie  an  application, 
whicb  was  preimred  promptly  and  sent  to  McA.,  bnt  was  not  filed  nntll 
September  19,  1904.  Held  tbat  be  was  not  diligent  aa  against  M.,  wbo 
entered  tbe  field  on  Marcb  1,  1904. 

2.  Same — Saue — Saub — Alleced  Povebtt, 

A  claim  by  McA.  of  poverty  aa  an  excuse  for  ftUare  to  reduce  to  practice 
la  not  sustained  by  evidence  sbowing  thnt  It  was  not  until  six  montbe  attar 
bia  business  was  establlsbed  tbat  he  could  afford  to  move  from  a  place  for 
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wlilcb  tbe  rental  was  eleven  dollara  per  month  to  a  place  for  wUcb  the 
Mntal  was  thlrtr-Bve  dollara  per  month,  where  It  appeared  that  the  old 
place  was  retained  and  buslneea  carried  on  at  both  places  for  about  three 
months  before  his  opponent  entered  the  field ;  nor  does  the  fact  that  he 
mstaloed  a  financial  loss  by  the  peculation  of  an  employee  affect  the 
qneatlon  where  snch  loss  occurred  some  months  after  the  beginning  ol  tbe 
pwlod  to  be  covered  by  the  showing. 

Appeal  from  Examiners-in-Chief. 

OOllBIlin)  LAMP  SHADE  Ain>  BBFLBoroa. 

Mr,  Thomas  Swing,  Jr.,  and  Mr.  Vernon  M.  Dorsey  for  McArthur. 
Mr.  Wallace  A.  Bartlett  and  Mr.  Feiielon  B.  Brock  for  Mygatt. 

Moore,  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  McArthur  from  a  decision  of  the  J^xaminers- 
in-Chief  affirming  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  and 
awarding  priority  of  invention  to  Mjgatt. 

The  issue  relates  to  prismatic  shades  or  reflectors.  McArthur  is  a 
patentee,  the  application  on  which  the  patent  was  granted  having 
been  filed  September  19,  1904.  Mygatt's  application  was  filed  March 
24,  X904.  The  lower  tribunals  have  found  that  McArthur  was  the 
first  to  conceive,  but  the  last  to  reduce  to  practice,  and  that  he  was 
lacking  in  diligence,  priority  being  therefore  awarded  to  Mygatt 

It  seems  to  be  clearly  established  by  the  record  that  Mygatt  con- 
ceived the  invention  about  March  1,  1904,  as  found  by  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences.  The  evidence  also  warrants  the  conclusion  reached 
by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  that  McArthur  conceived  the 
invention  in  the  summer  of  1903,  but  that  he  did  not  reduce  it  to 
actual  practice  prior  to  the  filing  of  his  application.  It  was  thus 
necessary  for  McArthur  to  show  that  just  prior  to  March  1,  1904, 
he  was  diligently  engaged  in  an  endeavor  to  reduce  his  invention 
to  practice  and  that  his  endeavors  in  this  direction  did  not  cease 
before  actual  accomplishment  or  that  because  of  poverty  or  other 
compelling  circumstances  it  was  impossible  for  him  to  so  reduce  the 
invention  to  practice.  On  this  question  of  diligence  the  lower  tri- 
bunals found  against  McArthur.  It  has  been  urged  by  McArthur 
that  Mygatt's  application  dv.  .  not  disclose  the  invention  in  issue. 
This  question  was  not  decided  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences, 
but  the  Examiners-in-Chief  held,  in  two  decisions  rendered  aft«r 
ftp  parte  and  inter  partes  consit'eration,  that  Mygatt's  application 
contained  a  proper  foundation  for  these  claims.  The  only  questions 
which  appear  to  be  of  any  consequence  here  are,  therefore,  that  of 
McArthur's  diligence  and  whether  Mygatt  can  properly  make  the 
claims  in  issue. 


,C.ooglc 
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On  the  quesUon  of  diligence  McArthur  acknowledges  that  nothing 
was  done  toward  filing  an  application  until  April  21,  1904,  when  he 
wrote  to  his  patent  attorney  giving  him  instructions  to  prepare  the 
application.  Although  the  application  was  prepared  and  sent  to 
McArthur  within  a  few  days  after  the  letter  was  written,  it  was  not 
filed  until  September  19,  1904. 

The  only  testimony  tending  to  show  any  activity  toward  actual 
reduction  to  practice  by  McArthur  prior  to  the  filing  of  his  appli- 
cation is  that  of  the  inventor  himself,  who  states  (McA.  Rec,  p.  70, 
Q.  37)  that  he  received  the  first  pressing  of  the  new  style  of  goods 
in  August,  1904;  but  the  particular  construction  referred  to  is  not 
described,  and  in  any  event  this  testimony  of  the  inventor  is  not 
corroborated.  McArthur  states  (McA.  Rec.,  p.  68,  A.  33)  that  he 
intended  to  make  molds  and  file  papers  about  the  time  he  made  a 
wooden  model  in  June,  1903,  but  owing  to  the  condition  of  his  busi- 
ness from  that  time  to  a  year  or  more  later  he  did  not  see  his  way 
clear  to  spare  the  money.  Since  McArthur  was  doing  nothing  at  all 
with  his  invention  when  Mygatt  entered  tlie  field  on  March  1,  1904, 
and  since  the  record  fails  to  prove  any  acts  toward  an  actual  or  con- 
structive reduction  to  practice  from  that  time  on  up  to  the  filing  of 
his  application  except  the  preparation  of  the  application  papers  'on 
April  21,  it  is  believed  that  the  lower  tribunals  were  correct  in  hold- 
ing that  McArthur  was  lacking  in  diligence. 

McArthur  seeks  to  excuse  his  lack  of  diligence  on  the  ground  that 
he  was  financially  unable  to  reduce  the  invention  to  practice.  I  fail 
to  find  in  the  evidence,  however,  anything  of  a  compelling  nature 
which  prevented  McArthur  from  reducing  the  invention  to  practice. 

As  evidence  of  McArthur's  inability  to  bear  the  expense  incident 
to  the  filing  of  an  application  or  an  actual  reduction  to  practice  it  is 
pointed  out  that  it  was  not  until  December,  1903,  six  months  after 
embarking  in  the  business  in  which  he  is  now  engaged,  that  he  could 
afford  to  move  from  a  place  for  which  he  paid  eleven  dollars  per 
month  rental  to  a  place  where  he  paid  thirty-five  dollars.  It  is  to  be 
observed,  however,  that  the  old  place  was  retained  and  business  was 
carried  on  at  both  places.  This  tends  to  indicate  that  McArthur 
thought  more  of  enlarging  his  business  than  of  securing  his  rights  to 
his  new  invention.     As  McArthur  states,  (Rec.,  p.  67,.Q,  32:) 

I  had  good!  tben  wbfcb  1  knew  I  could  sell  and  I  also  boew  tliat  the  conatmc- 
tion  was  practical  aad  this  new  compound  prism  was  In  a.  measure  SQ  experi- 
ment, and  I  could  not  afford  to  take  any  chances  on  Its  helng  a  failure. 

The  testimony  accords  with  this  view  of  appellant  that  he  preferred 
to  enlarge  his  old  business  rather  than  take  any  chances  on  the  new 
construction.     An  inventor  cannot  thus  make  the  rights  of  another 
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dep«ident  upon  his  own  business  conTenimce.  Myg&tt  having  in 
the  meantime  entered  the  field  in  good  faith  and  taken  the  necessary 
steps  to  place  the  invention  before  the  public  must  be  considered  as 
having  acquired-  superior  rights. 

McArthur  is  shown  to  have  sustained  considerable  financial  loss 
through  the  peculation  of  an  employee ;  but  this  did  not  occur  until 
the  summer  of  1904,  (the  month  is  not  given,)  and  hence  has  no  ma- 
terial bearing  on  the  question  under  consideration.  It  must  be  held, 
therefore,  that  the  evidence  is  insufficient  to  excuse  McArthur's  lack 
of  diligence. 

The  remaining  question  for  consideration  is  whether  Mygatt's  ap- 
plication discloses  the  invention  in  issue.  The  invention  is  a  combined 
lamp  shade  and  reflector  the  outer  surface  of  which  is  substantially 
covered  with  a  series  of  integral  prisms  adapted  to  reflect  light-rays 
emanating  from  a  source  within  the  reflector  back  into  the  reflector 
and  out  at  the  open  mouth  thereof.  The  contention  made  <»  behalf 
of  McArthur  is  that  Mygatt  does  not  disclose  series  of  prisms  which, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  specification  of  McArthur's  patent  from 
which  the  claims  were  copied,  are  raised  in  step-like  formation  above 
those  of  an  adjacent  series,  as  called  for  by  the  issue.  As  understood 
the  specification  of  the  patent  defines  the  meaning  of  **  step-like  fca-- 
mation  "  as  being  that  arrangement  whereby  the  prisms  of  **  one  series 
are  disposed  along  a  curved  surface  raised  relatively  above  (or  re- 
moved from)  the  surface  of  disposition  of  the  adjacent  series."  The 
curvature  of  the  surface  may  be  disregarded,  as  this  is  a  mere  matter 
of  form.  DtBregarding  this  feature  we  find  in  the  device  of  Mygatt 
a  ccmstmction  responding  to  the  language  of  the  patent,  for  upon 
looking  at  the  drawing  it  is  seen  that  the  upper  end  of  each  prism 
is  lower  than  the  lower  eod  of  the  upper  adjacent  prism,  the  upper 
ends  of  the  whole  series  being  thus  lower  than  the  lower  ends  of  the 
adjacent  upper  series.  Again,  a  plane  including  the  upper  edge  of 
<me  prism  is  below  a  plane  including  the  upper  edge  of  the  adjacent 
prism  above,  so  that  the  series  of  prisms  are  arranged  in  step-like 
formation  whether  we  regard  the  expression  as  applicable  only  to  the 
adjacent  porti<Mis  of  the  series  of  prisms  or  to,  the  entire  surfaces  of 
adjacent  series.  It  is  true  that  the  McArthur  device  is  specifically 
different  from  the  device  disclosed  by  Mygatt;  but  as  I  view  the  iasne 
of  this  interference  it  defines  only  features  common  to  the  two  con- 
structions and  is  not  confined  to  the  construction  shown  by  McArthur. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiners-in-Chief  awardinff  frionty  of  in- 
vention to  Mygatt  is  affirmed. 
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Ex  FABTE  MOORHEAD. 
AKPLICATION    FOB   PATENT. 

DeciOed  January  »1,  IMS. 

182  O.  G„  1586. 

Reqitibiuent  or  Dtnaioir — GuBaoBT  Bxauutatioii, 

Where  a  requirement  of  division  le  made,  tbe  most  pertinent  reference* 
readily  available  ehouid  be  cited  in  order  Uiat  tbe  applicant  may  be  abia 
to  Intelligently  divide  bis  application. 

On  Petition. 

7l00b-ci.eansina  apfakatds. 

Mr.  Vernon  Hodgea  for  the  applicant. 

Moore,  CornmutHoner: 

This  is  a.  petition  that  the  Examiner  cite  references  in  the  art  per- 
taining to  the  claims  before  insisting  upoo  the  requirement  of  divi- 
sion. Tbe  record  shows  that  in  his  action  requiring  division  in  the 
case  certain  claims  were  held  to  relate  to  the  invention  in  fountain 
scrub-brushes,  certain  other  claims  to  cover  inventions  in  dust-col- 
lectors, and  the  remaining  claims  to  comprise  aggregations  of  the  two 
alleged  inventions.    No  references  were  cited. 

Upon  request  by  the  applicant  that  references  be  cited  the  Exam- 
iner stated  that  he  "  had  no  knowledge  of  any  references  at  the  time 
the  requirement  of  division  was  made."  The  practice  in  regard  to  the 
examination  of  applications  where  division  is  required  is  believed  to 
be  well  settled.  An  order  published  in  83  Officoal  Gazbtib,  page 
301,  is,  in  part,  as  follows: 

In  requiring  division  tbe  Siiamlner  will  observe  tbe  decision  of  tbe  Commis- 
sioner and  fumleb  such  refer^ices  and  other  Information  as  will  enable  the 
applicant  to  divide  Intel! Igeitly. 

This  order  is  still  in  force  and  has  been  repeatedly  quoted  with 
approval  {Ea  parte  Randall  and  Luck,  C.  D.,  1901,  47;  96  O.  G., 
2063;  ea>  parte  Albert,  C.  D.,  1901,  66;  96  O.  G.,  426;  ea  parte  Mao- 
Kaye,  C  D.,  1903,  112;  103  O.  G.,  888.)  In  the  latter  decision  it  is 
stated  that — 

The  "cnraory  ezanlnation  "  which  la  contemplated  by  the  order  consists  In 
tbe  citation  of  any  references  of  which  the  Bzamlner  nay  have  knowledge  at 
the  time  the  requirement  of  division  Is  made. 

The  order  is  not  based  upon  any  right  of  an  applicant ;  but  It  Is  a  conrteay 
extended  to  him  by  the  OOlce.  If  the  Examiner  Is  not  aware  of  any  pertlnrait 
reference,  a  statement  of  that  fact  wonld  be  a  compliance  with  the  order.  It, 
however,  the  Bxamlner  is  aware  of  any  references  which  ere  pertinent  to  the 
case  or  if  be  can  readily  find  such  references,  be  should  cite  them  to  indicate 
the  state  of  the  art  whtti  reqolrlog  dlvlslmi. 
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It  appears  in  the  present  case  that  the  Examiner  was  not  aware 
of  any  references  for  the  claims  at  the  time  the  requirement  for 
division  was  made.  It  does  not  appear,  however,  whether  he  could 
readily  find  such  references.  In  order  that  the  applicant  may  be  able 
to  intelligently  divide  his  application,  he  should  be  given  the  benefit 
of  the  references  in  the  art  corresponding  most  nearly  to  the  devices 
disclosed  in  his  application.  It  is  not  the  duty  of  the  Examiner  to 
make  an  exhaustive  search  of  the  art  in  such  cases ;  but  the  nearest 
references  readily  available  should  in  each  case  be  cited.  If  in  the 
present  case  references  of  this  character  can  be  readily  found,  th^ 
should  be  cited. 

The  petition  is  granted  to  this  extejU. 


Aiyr  V.  Cabfentes. 

PATENT  DJTBEFERENCB. 

D&Aded  January  £2,  ISO& 

132  O.  G.,  1587. 

IitTEBFKBSiTCE — Concnesioit  or  Pbiobity — SianATnKE  of  Affucaitt  Necebb&bt, 
A  concession  of  priority  Bhould  be  sisned  b;  the  applicant,  If  living,  or. 
If  DOt.  by  big  executor  or  administrator,  even  tbougb  botti  tbe  applications 
Involved  in  tbe  interferoice  are  asstKned  to  tbe  same  part;. 

Appeaz.  on  Motion. 


Messrs.  Mason,  Fenwiek  cfe  Lavyrence  for  Alt. 
Messrs.  Munn  <6  Co.  and  Messrs.  Mason,  Fenwiek  <fi  Latorenee  for 
Carpenter. 

Moore,  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Alt  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  dismissing  his  motion  for  judgment  of  priority  and 
dismissing  a  concession  of  priority  of  invention  signed  by  the  as- 
signee of  the  entire  interest  in  the  application  of  Carpenter. 

The  application  of  Carpenter  was  filed  by  the  administratrix  of 
the  estate  of  the  inventor  on  February  1,  1906.  The  application  of 
Alt  was  filed  April  1,  1907.  Both  applications  are  assigned  to  the 
American  Battery  Company,  of  Cedarhurst,  N.  Y.  No  preliminary 
etatemoits  were  filed,  and  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  issued  an 
OTder  requiring  Ait  to  show  cause  why  judgment  of  priority  on  this 
record  should  not  be  rendered  against  him. 

A  concession  of  priority  was  filed  in  favor  of  Alt  signed  by  the 
asmgnee  of  the  Carpenter  application.    Sulwequently  an  affidavit 
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was  filed  by  the  administratrix,  vho  executed  the  Carpenter  appli- 
cation, opposing  the  ccHicession  and  alleging  that  the  same  is  in  fraud 
of  her  rights. 

Bule  125  proTides  that  a  concession  of  priority  in  order  to  afford 
a  sufficient  basis  for  a  judgment  of  priority  must  be  '*  signed  by  the 
inyentor  himself  (and  by  the  assignee,  if  any.)"  In  the  case  of 
Skinner  v.  Murray,  (C.  D.,  1903, 429 ;  107  O.  G.,  542,)  where  Rule  125 
is  construed,  it  is  stated : 

la  all  papen  of  tUs  Und  the  ilsnature  of  the  real  owner  la  of  course  neo- 
easary,  and  to  avoid  dispute  it  is  believed  tbat  tbe  ^gnatorea  of  nominal  par- 
ties are  necesaary  as  well.  The  parties  are  not  claiming  tangible  property 
to  nhicb  any  one  baa  a  legal  title  at  tbe  present  tlue,  but  merely  the  right 
to  secure  a  patent  by  following  the  requirements  of  tbe  law.  Tbe  statute 
requires  the  Inventor  to  make  the  application,  evw  where  be  has  parted  with 
all  Interest,  and  therefore  In  all  cases  he  Is  at  least  a  nonilnal  party.  If  after 
abandonment  tbe  attempt  should  be  made  to  file  a  new  application  for  the 
same  thing,  It  would  have  to  be  made  by  the  Inventor.  He  should  be  required 
to  place  B  statement  on  record  which  would  estop  him  from  coming  forward 
with  such  application. 

Where  the  inventor  is  dead,  the  right  of  applying  for  and  obtain- 
ing the  patent  devolves  upon  the  executor  of  administrator,  (sec. 
4896,  R.  S.,)  and  papers  that  would  require  the  signature  of  the 
inventor,  if  living,  must  be  signed  by  said  executor  or  administrator. 

In  the  present  case  not  only  has  the  administratrix  refused  to  sign 
the  concession  uf  priority,  but  has  filed  in  protest  an  affidavit  alleg- 
ing fraud.  Where  the  application  of  both  parties  to  an  interference 
are  assigned  t«  the  same  company,  circumstances  may  arise  where 
it  is  for  the  interest  of  the  common  assignee  to  have  judgment 
awarded  in  favor  of  one  party  to  the  prejudice  of  the  rights  of  the 
other  party  and  without  regard  to  the  actual  dates  of  invention. 
This  would  be  easy  of  accomplishment  where  both  applications 
are  assigned  to  the  same  assignee  unless  the  signature  of  the  in- 
ventor or,  in  case  he  is  deceased,  of  the  executor  or  administrator 
is  required  to  a  concession  of  priority. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  is  affirmed. 


Bl&ckhorb  v.  Hall. 

patent  intebfebbnce. 

Decided  Februarv  8,  J998. 

132  O.  G..  J5S7. 

iHTKarxBEHCB — Dkl&t  in  PiLtno  Motior  to  Dibsoltb—Traiisiiibsioi*. 

A  delay  of  seven  weeks  In  tbe  filing  of  a  oiotton  to  dlnsolve  will  not  b« 
excused  on  a  showing  tbat  counsel  called  appHcsnt's  attention  to  the  ad- 
vlMblUty  of  DUng  tbe  motlcn,  that  it  was  applicant's  InttntltHi  to  vlalt 
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Washington  for  tbe  pnipoae  of  conaultlng  his  attomer  regarding  the 
motloa,  but  that  before  a  meeting  could  be  arranged  business  of  great  Im- 
portance called  him  to  other  places,  eepeclally  In  view  of  a  Tigorous  protest 
bj  the  opposing  party  against  delay  and  a  showing  that  such  delay  would 
result  Id  hardship  to  him. 

Apfs&i.  on  Motion. 


Mr.  J.  li.  Nottingham  for  Blackmore, 
Mr.  Joseph  B.  HaU  per  se. 

MooKK,  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Blackmore  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences  refusing  to  transmit  a  motion  to  dissolve  the 
interference. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  denied  the  motion  to  transmit  on 
the  ground  that  appellant  was  not  diligent  in  bringing  his  motion  and 
that  the  showing  made  did  not  excuse  the  delay. 

The  prdiminary  statements  were  opened  and  approved  on  October 
4,  1907.  Consequently  the  thirty  days  provided  by  Rule  122  for  the 
filing  of  motions  to  dissolve  expired  November  4,  1907.  Blackmore 
did  not  file  his  motion  until  December  26,  1907.  Tbe  showing  in 
excuse  of  ^e  delay  in  bringing  the  motion  consists  of  the  affidavits 
of  Blackmore  and  of  his  counsel.  It  appears  therefrom  that  Black- 
more's  counsel  called  his  client's  attention  to  the  advisability  of 
bringing  such  a  motion.  Blackmore  states  that  it  was  bis  intention 
to  visit  Washington  for  the  purpose  of  consulting  with  his  attorney 
concerning  the  matter,  but  that  before  a  meeting  could  be  arranged 
business  of  great  importance  called  him  to  various  other  places,  so 
that  he  did  not  reach  Washington  until  December  19,  1907. 

If  Blackmore  was  unable  to  personally  consult  his  attorney  within 
the  proper  time,  it  does  not  appear  why  the  matter  could  not  have 
been  attended  to  through  correspondence.  According  to  Blackmore's 
own  showing  the  delay  was  not  unavoidable,  but  rather  a  matter  of 
business  convenience,  in  that  he  chose  to  attend  first  to  matters  he 
considered  of  greater  importance.  These  affidavits  do  not  indicate 
that  Blackmore  exercised  due  diligence  to  show  circumstances  that 
would  justify  excusing  the  delay,  especially  in  view  of  Hall's  vigor- 
ous protest  and  his  showing  that  great  hardship  would  result  to  him 
by  reason  of  the  delay.  {Carney  v.  Latimer,  C.  D.,  1905,  481;  119 
O.  G.,  652;  McKee  v.  Baker,  C.  D.,  1906,  22;  120  O.  G.,  657.) 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  is  a^rmed. 
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Babbbb  V.  Wood. 

PATENT  INTERTEBENCE. 

Decided  Januaty  6,  1908. 

132  O.  O.,  1S88. 

Ihtkbtebckoe — Abandonment  or  Invention— Not  Cokbtdhxed  on  PmrnoK. 

A  petltloD  that  a  rule  be  lesoed  against  an  opposing  party  to  show  canm 
why  it  should  not  be  held  that  he  has  abandoned  hla  inTontfon  and  tliat 
petitioner  be  permitted  to  offer  testimony  upon  such  qnestlon  will  not  be 
entertained  nnder  the  Commissioner's  supervisory  authority  where  peti- 
tioner iias  other  remedies  and  is,  In  fact,  pursuing  another  remedy  before 
the  Examiner  of  Interferences. 

On  Petition. 

bhbbi-dbijvebt  nbc  hah  ism. 

Mr.  Walter  F.  Rogers  for  Barber. 
Messrs.  Southgaie  ds  Smtthgate  for  Wood. 

BiLUNos,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  by  Barber  that  a  rule  be  issued  against  Wood  to 
show  cause  why  it  should  not  be  held  that  he  has  abandoned  the  in- 
vention of  the  issue  of  this  interference,  that  counsel  for  Barber  be 
permitted  to  be  present  and  to  participate  in  the  examination  of  the 
witnesses  on  behalf  of  Wood,  and  that  Barber  be  permitted  to  offer 
such  testimony  in  support  of  the  averment  herein  as  may  be  deemed 
advisable. 

Barber's  petition  is,  in  effect,  a  petition  for  the  exercise  of  the 
supervisory  authority  of  the  Commissioner,  It  is  well  settled  that 
tiie  supervisory  authority  of  the  Commissioner  will  be  exercised  only 
in  case  of  manifest  error  and  where  the  moving  party  has  no  other 
remedy.  (Hicks  v.  CosUUo,  C.  D.,  1903, 123;  103  O.  G.,  1163;  Woods 
V.  WaddeU,  C.  D.,  1903,  391;  106  O.  G.,  2017;  Sobey  v.  Holsclaw, 
C.  D.,  1905,  528;  119  O.  G.,  1922;  Locke  v.  Creibin,  C.  D.,  1906,  298; 
124  O.  G.,  317 ;  Adkins  and  Lewis  v.  Seeberger^  C.  D.,  1907,  87 ;  127 
O.  G.,  1578;  Barber  v.  Wood,  C.  D.,  1907,  96;  127  O.  G.,  1991; 
Daggett  v.  Kaufmann,  C.  D.,  1907, 121 ;  127  O.  G.,  3641.) 

In  the  present  case  the  record  shows  that  petitioner  did  not  exhaust 
his  remedies  before  bringing  this  petition.  On  the  day  that  this  peti- 
tion was  filed  Barber  filed  before  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  the 
following  motion : 

Motion  Is  hereby  made  for  an  order  permitting  Barber  to  take  testimony  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  that  tlie  Wood  Inveotlon  Is,  In  certain  respects,  Inopera- 
tive as  set  forth  by  his  application,  and  to  establish  the  ground  of  public  use  of 
the  Invention  prior  to  the  date  of  Wood's  application  in  Interference,  Serial 
No.  204.923,  and  that  the  Invention  was  in  use  under  circumstanceB  showing 
that  Wood  had  in  fiict  abandoned  the  invention  before  he  filed  bis  second  or 
new  application. 
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By  granting  an  accompanying  motion  for  suspension  of  proceed- 
ings praiding  the  determination  of  the  above  petiticm  to  the  Commis- 
sioner the  Examiner  of  Interferences  suspended  action  mi  the  first- 
mentimied  moticHi.  Said  moti<Mi,  brought  in  the  regular  coarse  of 
the  proceedings,  affords  petitioner  an  adequate  remedy  without  the 
necessity  of  invcAing  the  supervisory  authority  of  the  Commissioner 
and  ^ould  be  determined  in  the  first  instance  by  the  Examiner  of 
Interfwences,  {Lowry  and  Cowley  v.  Spoon,  C.  D.,  1906,  224;  122 
O.  a,  2687.) 

It  is  noted  that  petitioner  in  his  brief  bases  his  petition  largely  on 
the  holding  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  in 
the  case  of  Okristeneen  t.  Ifoyes,  (C.  D.,  1900,  201;  90  O.  G.,  223.) 
In  that  case  the  application  of  Noyes  Tras  forfeited  at  the  time 
Christensen's  patent  issued,  so  that  "  there  was  no  pending  applica- 
tion in  the  Office  nor  any  unexpired  patent  with  which  it  would  in- 
terfere." In  the  present  case  the  patent  to  Barber  was  granted 
April  12,  1904,  while  the  application  of  Wood,  allowed  January  23, 
1904,  did  not  become  forfeited  until  after  July  23,  1904.  The  facts 
in  this  case  therefore  differ  materially  from  those  considered  by  the 
court  of  appeals  in  the  case  of  Chrisfengcn  v.  Soyea,  supra. 

The  petition  ia  dejiied. 


DUNUVT  &   BSOTHEH   V,    NeIA3N   MoKRlS  &   Co. 
TRADE- HARK   INTERFEREnCE. 

Decided  January  IS,  1908. 
132  O.G..  1588. 

Tudb-Hazkb — InrEBFEBEKCE — Applicant  akd  Recistbant. 

Wbere  In  an  Interference  between  an  applicant  and  a  registrant  the 
tatter  takefl  no  t«etlnion7  and  the  former  eatabllataei  a  date  of  adoption  and 
DM  prior  to  tbe  date  of  reglBtratloo,  It  la  unnecoonary  to  coBsider  wtiettiet 
tbexe  1b  an  Interference  In  fact  or  wbether  the  testimony  abowa  actual  con- 
flict In  trade. 
On  Appeal. 

tbXdE'Mabk  fob  labd. 

Mr.  T.  W.  Johnson  for  Dunlevy  &,  Brotlier. 
Mr.  B.  A.  Seymmtr  for  KeLs<»i  Morris  &  Co. 

BnxiNOS,  Assistant  Gorimiission^r: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Nelson  Morris  &  Co.,  the  senior  party  to  this 
interference,  from  a  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  hold- 
ing that  I>unIeTy  &  Brother  is  entitled  to  register  a  mark  consisting 
of  the  words  "  White  Lily  "  associated  with  a  cluster  of  calla-lilies  as 
a  trade-mark  for  lard. 
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The  proceeding  involves  the  application  of  Dunlevy  &  Brother, 
filed  May  8,  1905,  and  the  registration  of  Nelson  Morris  &  Co.,  Mo. 
20,180,  granted  September  29,  1891. 

The  questions  raised  by  the  assignment  of  errors  may  be  reduced  to 
four  contentions — first,  that  the  evidence  shows  that  Dunlevy  & 
Brother  used  their  mark  as  a  grade-hiark  and  not  as  a  trade-mark; 
second,  that  the  record  does  not  show  continuous  use  by  Dunlevy  & 
Brother  and  their  predecessors  since  the  year  1882 ;  third,  that  there 
is  no  interference  in  fact,  and,  fourth,  that  the  testimony  fails  to 
show  actual  confusion. 

As  to  the  first  contention,  there  is  not  sufficient  evidence  to  warrant 
the  conclusion  that  the  mark  in  issue  was  used  by  appellee  as  a  grade- 
mark  and  not  as  a  trade-mark.  Unquestionably  the  mark  was  used 
in  a  way  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  law  as  to  trade-mark  use, 
and  the  evidence  fails  to  show  that  appellee  used  any  other  trade- 
mark on  the  particular  product  to  which  the  mark  in  issue  was  ap- 
plied. 

The  testimony  of  Jeremiah  Dunlevy  and  Paul  Dunlevy,  who  are 
the  present  members  of  the  firm  of  Dunlevy  &  Brother,  and  who  are 
also  members  of  the  firm  of  Walker,  Dunlevy  &  Bro.,  predecessors  of 
the  present  firm,  and  of  other  witnesses  who  were  employed  by  both 
of  these  firms  shows  that  the  trade-mark  in  issue  has  been  in  contin- 
uous use  by  Dunlevy  &  Brother  and  by  their  predecessors  since  1882. 
Tliis  testimony  is  so  clear  and  convincing  that  it  requires  no  discus- 
sion. As  Nelson  Morris  &  Co.  took  no  testimony  to  prove  adoption 
and  use  prior  to  their  registration,  dated  September  29,  1891,  it  fol- 
lows that  Dunlevy  &  Brother  must  be  regarded  as  the  first  to  adopt 
and  use  the  mark. 

Since  Dunlevy  &  Br<rther  were  the  first  to  adopt  and  use  the  mark, 
registration  must  be  granted  to  them  even  though  their  mark  may 
conflict  with  the  mark  registered  by  appellant.  Hence,  the  allegation 
that  there  is  no  interference  in  fact  and  that  the  testimony  is  insuffi- 
cient to  show  an  actual  conflict  in  trade  are  immaterial  to  the  de- 
termination of  the  right  of  Dunlevy  &  Brother  to  registration. 

The  decision  of  ike  Examiner  of  Interferences  is  afftrint-d. 


Oswego  Maize  Pboddctb  Company  v.  National  Starch  Compant. 

opposition. 

Decided  Februaty  6,  I90S. 

132  O.  a.,  ISSS. 

I.  Tbade-Mabks — Oppobitiok — Sufficient  of   Pboof  to   Neoativk   EbcOLUsiTK 
Dee, 
Id  a  trade-mark  opposltiOD  proceeding  opposing  registration  of  a  mark 
nDd«r  the  "ten-year"  proTlao  of  Section  S  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  proctf 
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of  contemporaneous  use  by  the  opposer  after  the  passage  of  the  act  is  not 
■nfflclent  to  negative  the  "  ezcidsUe "  use  required  by  the  statute.     In 
order  to  Degatlye  ezcinsiTe  use,  contemporsneons  DSe  within  the  ten  years, 
next  preceding  the  passage  of  tlie  act  must  be  shown. 
2.  Sake— ^8ame — Obouhds  fob  KErnBino  REGisTRAiTiofl. 

While  the  statate  provides  that  any  one  who  beiteves  he  would  be  dam- 
aged by  the  registration  of  a  marli  may  oppose  registration  of  the  same, 
registration  cannot  I>e  refused  by  the  Office  unless  the  opposer  shows  tliat 
the  mark  does  not  come  within  the  resistraUie  marks  specified  in  section  5 
of  tlie  Trade-Mark  Act 

Apfeai.  from  Examinei:  of  Interferences. 

TaADE-UABE   FOB    LATTJIDRT    BTABOH. 

Mt.  Archibald  Cox  for  Oswego  Maize  Products  Company. 
Messrs.  Dickeraon,  Brown,  JSaegener  cfe  Binney  for  National  Starch  ■ 
Company. 

BnjJNOS,  AssUtant  Com/misaiotier: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  Oswego  Maize  Products  Company  from  a 
decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interfetvnces  dismissing  its  notice  of ' 
oppofiition  to  the  registration  by  the  National  Starch  Company  of 
the  word  "Oswego"  as  a  trad&-mark  for  corn-starch. 

The  mark  claimed  is  geographical,  being  the  name  of  a  well-known 
city  of  the  State  of  New  York.  Registration  can  4)6  granted,  there- 
fore, only  under  the  "  ten-years "  da^ise  of  section  5  of  the  present 
Trade-Mark  Act. 

The  record  is  clear  that  applicant  used  the  mark  claimed  as  a  trade- 
mark for  more  than  ten  years  next  preceding  the  passage  of  the 
Trade-Mark  Act,  and  appelant  does  not  appear  to  be  contesting  this 
question. 

Bat  it  is  contended  that  such  use  was  not  exclusive,  because  the 
evidence  shows  that  opposer  used  this  word  prior  to  April  1,  1905, 
the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act,  or  at  any  rate  that  opposer  began 
the  manufacture  and  sale  of  starch  before  such  date,  as  is  conclu- 
sively shown  by  the  fact  that  it  registered  the  mark  "Velvet"  for 
Btarcb  in  January,  1905. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  discussed  the  evidence  relative  to 
the  question  of  opposer's  use  of  the  mark  prior  to  April  1,  1905,  and 
concluded  that  it  failed  to  prove  such  use.  Appellant  points  out 
that  the  witness  called  on  behalf  of  the  opposer  testified  that  the 
use  of  the  word  "  Oswego  "  began  very  soon  after  the  business  of 
opposer  began,  and  that  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  opposer  regis- 
tered the  mark  "  Velvet "  for  starch  in  January,  1905,  on  an  applica- 
tion filed  December  28, 1904,  in  which  the  accompanying  affidavit  stated 
that  such  mark  had  been  used  since  about  December  1, 1904,  it  must  be 
concluded  that  opposer's  business  began  before  April  1,  1905,  and  it 
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is  argued  that  if  this  evidence  proves  that  the  business  began  before 
April  1, 1905,  it  also  sufficiently  proves  the  use  of  the  word  "  Osw^o  " 
before  this  time,  since  opposer  could  not  carry  on  business  without 
using  its  corporate  name  and  address,  each  of  which  includes  the 
word  "Oswego;"  but  this  evidence  is  not  regarded  as  sufficient  to 
discharge  the  burden  of  proof  resting  upon  the  opposer  upon  the  issue 
of  contemporaneous  use  within  the  ten-year  period  thus  raised  by  the 
opposer. 

It  is  also  urged  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  show  use  by  the  opposer 
prior  to  the  passage  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act,  but  tliat  it  is  sufficient 
to  negative  exclusive  use  by  the  applicant  if  it  is  shown  that  another 
began  the  use  of  the  mark  after  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act 
and  before  the  filing  of  the  application  against  which  the  opposition 
is  directed.  Upon  this  point  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  meaning 
of  the  statute  is  clear.  The  statute  clearly  specifies  the  "  pa.ssage  of 
the  act "  as  the  end  of  the  period  within  which  exclusive  use  is 
required,  and  I  am  unable  to  see  how  the  plain  wording  thereof  can 
be  construed  in  any  other  way. 

The  contention  which  appellant  characterizes  as  involving  the  real 
merits  of  the  opposition  is  that,  as  section  6  of  the  present  Trade-Mark 
Act  provides  that  any  one  who  "  believes  he  would  be  damaged  by 
the  registration  of  a  mark  may  oppose  the  same,"  if  an  opposer  shows 
that  he  would  be  damaged  by  the  registration  such  registration  mast 
be  refused  unless  the  applicant  has  a  monopoly  in  the  use  of  the 
mark  for  which  registration  is  asked.  Appellant  then  points  out  rea- 
sons why  he  would  be  damnged  and  endeavors  to  show  that  the  appli- 
cant has  no  right  to  a  monopoly  of  the  mark  claimed,  from  which 
he  concludes  that  registration  should  be  refused;  but  it  is  thought 
that  this  argument  misconceives  the  purpose  and  effect  of  the  present 
statute.  Wliile  the  statute  provides  that  any  one  who  believes  he 
would  be  damaged  may  oppose  a  registration,  it  seems  clear  that  an 
opposition  cannot  be  successful  unless  the  opposer  shows  that  the 
mark  does  not  come  within  the  registrable  marks  specified  in  section 
5  of  the  act.    Section  5  states  that— 

No  mark  by  whicb  the  goods  of  tbe  owner  of  tbe  mark  may  be  dletingulslied 
from  otber  goods  of  tiie  same  cIbbb  eball  be  Tefnscd  reglBtration  as  a  trade-mark 
on  Hccount  of  tbe  nature  of  aach  mark  nnlese  sncb  mark — 

is  of  specified  character.  After  specifying  certain  marks  which  shall 
not  be  registered  this  section  concludes  as  follows : 

And  provided  further,  Tbat  nothing  herein  shall  prevent  tbe  reglaUatlon  of 
anj  mark  iis^d  b;  tbe  applicant  or  bla  predecessors,  or  bf  tbose  from  whom 
title  to  the  mark  Is  derived,  in  commerce  witb  foreign  nations  or  among  the  ser- 
era)  States,  or  with  Indian  tribes  which  was  In  actual  and  exclusive  nse  as  a 
trade-mark  of  tbe  applicant  or  bt»  predecessors  from  whom  be  derived  title  for 
ten  years  next  preceding  tbe  pessiige  of  tlUa  act. 
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The  applicant  herein  having  made  the  necessary  allegations  to 
bring  his  ease  vithin  this  proTiao,  registration  can  be  refused  only 
uptHi  evideDoe  showing  that  he  has  not  complied  with  some  of  its 
(Nwditiona.  The  notice  of  opposition  sets  forth  only  two  grounds 
which  bring  in  question  applicant's  non-cranplianoe  with  such  condi- 
tions, one  of  such  grounde  being  that  applicant  has  not  used  the 
mark  as  a  trade-mark,  and  the  other  that  the  applicant  has  not  had 
exclufdve  use  of  the  mark  during  the  ten-year  period  specified.  As 
stated  above,  the  evidenoe  is  regarded  as  clearly  showing  applicant's 
use  of  the  mark  as  a  trade-mark.  The  record  also  fails  to  show  that 
any  person,  firm,  or  corporatitm  other  than  the  applicant  used  the 
mark  as  a  trade-mark  within  the  ten  years  next  preceding  the  passage 
of  the  act,  as  above  pointed  out,  and  hence  there  is  nothing  in  the 
record  to  OTeroome  applicant's  prima  facie  right  to  registration. 

Ths  decision  of  the  Exagnitier  of  Interferences  disTiiisiirig  the  op- 
fosUion  w  affkrmed. 


Pafekdell  v.  Bdnnell  v.  Reizensteim  v.  Gaisman  v.  Qillktik. 

patent  intebferencb. 

Decided  Januarv  IS,  1908. 

132  O.  G.,  1SS7. 

tuTHtrmnwci: — Monoif  to  Dissolvb — Delat  ik  Bninonis. 

Tbe  fact  that  an  appeal  bnd  been  taken  trout  a  decision  refusing  to  trans- 
mit a  formo'  motion  to  dlseoUe  and  tbat  appllcnnt  was  awaiting  a  declaloB 
tlia«on  Held  InaafliclMit  to  excuae  delay  In  bringing  a  Bocoud  motion. 

Appeal  on  Motion. 

safbtt  kazob. 

Messrs.  Redding,  Kiddle  (fe  Greeley  for  Papendell. 
Measra.  Redding,  Kiddle  tfe  Greeley  and  Mr.  Arthur  P.  Greeley  for 
Bunnell. 
Messrs.  Wiedersheim,  <6  Fairbanks  for  Keizenstein. 
Mr.  T.  F.  Bourne  for  Gaisman. 
Mr.  E.  D.  Ohadwick  and  Messrs.  Bac&n  t&  Milans  for  Gillette. 

Moore,  CommUssioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Bunnell  from  a  decision  of  the  Examiner  of 
Interferraces  refusing  to  trananit  a  motion  to  dissolve. 

It  appears  that  on  July  26, 1907,  an  order  was  issued  against  Bun- 
nell to  show  cause  why  judgment  on  the  record  should  not  be  rendered 
against  him.  On  August  22,  1907,  Bunnell  brought  a  motion  to  dis- 
solve, which  the  Examiner  of  Interferences,  in  a  decision  rendered 
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August  26,  1907,  refused  to  transmit,  on  the  ground  that  the  allega- 
tions upon  which  the  motion  was  based  were  not  siiiGciently  specific. 
Upon  appeal  this  decision  was  affirmed  by  the  Assistant  Commissioner 
on  October  29,  1907.  On  November  21,  1907,  Buimeil  brought  an- 
other motion  to  dissolve,  which  was  denied  by  the  Esamiaer  of  Inter- 
ferences in  a  decision  rendered  November  29,  1907,  on  the  groun<l 
that  the  motion  was  brought  long  after  the  time  allowed  for  bringing 
such  motions  and  that  the  facts  set  up  in  excuse  of  the  delay  did  not 
cover  the  whole  period  of  delay.  It  is  from  this  decision  that  the 
present  appeal  was  taken. 

The  excuse  offered  for  the  delay  is  that  the  present  attorney  was 
not  actively  called  into  the  case  till  after  the  first  decision  of  the 
Examiner  of  Interferences;  that  it  seemed  to  him  that  an  appeal 
from  that  decision  was  proper;  that  the  decision  ol  the  Assistant 
Commissioner  indicated  that  a  second  motion  might  he  filed  if  accom- 
panied by  a  sufficient  excuse  for  the  delay ;  that  the  present  motion 
was  filed  as  soon  as  it  could  be  prepared  thereafter. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences,  holding  this  excuse 
insufficient  was  correct.  As  pointed  out  in  Rockstroh  v.  Wamock, 
{ante,  10;  132  O.  G.,  234,)  where  a  motion  to  dissolve  is  refused  trans- 
mission as  being  not  sufficiently  specific  an  amended  motion  curing 
the  informalities  of  the  first  may  be  transmitted  if  filed  within 
the  limit  of  appeal.  If  filed  thereafter,  it  can  be  transmitted  only 
when  accompanied  by  a  sufficient  excuse  for  the  delay.  Clearly  the 
fact  that  an  appeal  had  been  taken  from  the  first  decision  and  that 
applicant  was  awaiting  a  decision  on  the  appeal  before  he  b^ait  to 
prepare  the  amendment  is  not  a  sufficient  excuse  for  the  delay. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interfen-nces  is  affirmed. 


Ex  PAHTB   DiLO   AND   FoWLKR,  Je. 
APPLICATION  FOE  PATENT. 

Decided  January  SO,  1908. 

132  O.  G.,  1837. 

Abanoonmbnt  op  ArpLiCiTiON— Delat  hot  UNivoiiiABtx. 

Where  ail  auplicant  delaye  action  on  an  apiilifiition  beyond  flie  statutory 
period  In  order  to  prevent  another  party  from  securiuj;  access  thereto  by 
reason  of  Its  being  the  parent  case  of  an  application  Involved  In  Interference 
with  such  party,  Held  that  the  failure  to  act  was  not  unavoidable  wltbln 
tbe  meaning  of  section  48d4  of  tb«  Revised  Statutes  and  that  tbe  applies 
tlon  is  abandoned. 

On  Petition. 

BOAP-Stn>FI.TBB.  ,-,  I 

i.LnOOqlc 
3fr.  J.  Odell  Fowler,  Jr.,  for  the  applicants.  " 
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JfooHB,  CommUsioner: 

This  is  a  petition  requesting  that  an  application  be  held  not  aban- 
doned although  action  therein  was  delayed  beyond  the  statutory 
period  of  one  year. 

It  appears  that  petitioners  have  a  copending  application  covering! 
matter  disclosed  in  this  application  and  which  was  divided  out  for  the 
purposes  of  interference.  During  the  progress  of  the  interference 
the  Opposing  party  requested  access  to  the  present  or  parent  applica- 
tion, which  was  refused.  Petitioners  aver  that  they  understood  from 
the  decision  denying  access  that  the  matter  was  uot  determined  by 
such  action,  but  that  a  final  decision  would  be  later  rendered  by  the 
Commissioner. 

The  year  allowed  for  action  in  this  case  expired  on  December  26, 
1907.  Petitioners  statfi  that  they  did  not  wish  to  amend  the  applica- 
tion until  after  the  question  of  access  thereto  was  finally  determined, 
because  if  they  did  amend  and  access  was  granted  the  opposing  party 
would  have  knowledge  of  such  amendment  contrary  to  their  desires. 
It  is  averred  that  the  amendment,  which  it  is  now  sought  to  have  con- 
sidered in  the  case,  was  prepared  long  before  the  expiration  of  the 
year  and  that  petitioners  were  ready  to  fi]e  the  same  as  soon  as  the 
question  of  access  was  finally  determined. 

It  is  believed  that  the  delay  in  this  case  was  not  unavoidable  within 
the  meaning  of  section  4894  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  Although  peti- 
tioDBrs  were  aware  that  action  was  required  on  or  before  December 
26,  1907,  th^  deliberately  let  this  time  pass  without  action  in  order 
to  prevent  the  possibility  of  an  opposing  party  to  a  related  interfer- 
ence securing  access  to  such  amendment.  Petitioners'  understanding 
regarding  the  determination  of  the  motion'  for  access  in  the  inter- 
ference proceeding  has  nothing  to  do  with  this  case  and  cannot  affect 
the  decision  herein.  Even  if  petitioners'  understanding  were  correct 
and  the  Commissioner  had,  in  fact,  taken  up  the  petition  for  access 
and  determined  the  questions  presented  they  could  not  have  deferred 
action  in  this  case  beyond  the  year  whether  such  decision  had  been 
rendered  before  or  after  the  expiration  of  the  year.  If  the  Commis- 
moner  had  decided  the  matter  before  the  expiration  of  the  year,  action 
would  have  been  necessary  before  the  end  of  that  period  and  if  he 
had  decided  it  after  such  period  petitioners  could  not  succesbfully 
excuse  inaction  because  the  matter  was  not  decided  earlier. 

The  petition  is  denied. 


,,  Google 
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CHDBOHnJ.  V.   GoODWIH. 
PATENT  INTEBFBBENOB. 

Deoidea  Febniarv  10,  1B08. 
132  O.  G.,  1638. 

1.  iHTnuxuHcni — Pibluiiniat  Statement — Eitesdiim  Tiuk  kib  Fiuna. 

Wbere  the  time  for  Qllng  ptellmlnary  BtatementB  had  been  extended  kt- 
eral  months  lu  view  of  the  mental  coDdltlon  of  one  of  the  parties.  Held  that 
a  motion  for  further  eitenslon  was  properly  denied  where  the  only  showing 
In  support  of  the  motion  Is  the  affidavit  of  a  physhdan  stating  that  In  Mb 
opinion  the  appllcaat  will  in  a  tew  raoBtlts  be  eufflclenttj  recovered  to  be 
reliable  as  to  his  recollection  of  past  occurrences. 

2.  8amb — Same — B<i0itable  AfiSioNBc 

An  order  permitting  an  alleged  equitable  asslKnee  to  file  a  pralimlnary 
statement  will  not  be  entered  where  the  assignment  is  not  of  record  and 
ample  opportunity  Itas  been  given  to  file  a  statement  In  accordance  witb 
Bule  181  and  the  failure  to  do  so  U  not  anfflclemtly  reused. 

A^EAL  ON  Motion. 
On  Petition. 


JSieenra.  Brown,  Darby  &  Hopkins  tor  ChurchilL 
Mr.  Robert  C.  Mitchell  for  Goodwin. 

Moore,  GormnMsioner: 

This  case  comes  up  on  an  appeal  by  Churchill  from  a  decisian  of 
the  Examiner  of  Interferences  denying  his  motion  for  thirty  days  for 
additional  time  in  which  to  file  his  preliminary  stat^nent,  and  also 
upon  a  petitiim  by  Ohurcfaill  that  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  be 
instructed  to  allow  the  petitioner,  who  is  alleged  to  be  mentally  in- 
capacitated, sufficient  time  in  which  to  have  his  case  placed  under  the 
care  of  a  legal  represmtatlve,  or  that  an  order  bo  entered  permitting 
Churchill's  equitable  assignee  of  a  half  interest  to  make  a  preliminary 
statement  in  the  latter'a  stead,  and  that  in  the  latter  ev^nt  thirty  days 
be  allowed  the  assignee  in  which  to  file  a  preliminary  statement. 

It  is  noted  that  a  paper  purporting  to  be  a  preliminary  statement 
by  the  alleged  assignee  was  piresented  February  6, 1908. 

The  record  shows  that  this  interference  was  declared  March  12, 
1907,  and  the  time  for  filing  preliminary  statements  waa  originally 
fixed  for  April  9, 1907.  Since  that  time  seven  motions  for  extensions 
of  time  for  filing  his  preliminary  statement  have  been  granted  to 
Churchill  in  view  of  certain  affidavits  by  counsel  and  by  the  physician 
attending  Churchill.  In  the  last  motion  for  extension,  which  was 
granted  October  8,  1907,  giving  Churchill  three  months  in  which  to 
file  a  preliminai-y  statement,  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  said: 
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I  sm  of  the  opinion  tbat  tbe  afBdavlt  sets  fortli  the  present  Incapacity  of 
CbnrcUU  to  make  ttw  statement  wltb  sulHcleut  certiilnty  to  juetlfy  tbe  exteuelon 
now  aaked.  It  nnBt  be  obvlons,  however,  to  couuael  for  Obarcblll  that  there 
mnet  be  aome  limit  to  tbe  time  In  which  tbe  case  of  the  ot^tOBlng  party  In  the 
Interference  can  be  tied  up  tbrougli  Churchill's  sickuess.  It  la  therefore  advised 
that  every  reasonetile  efTort  be  made  to  file  a  atatement  for  Churchill  In  the 
time  now  allowed.  No  further  eztoialon  of  time  will  be  granted  except  upon  a 
saUatactoiy  sbowlDg  that  this  has  beoi  done. 

The  present  motion  is  accompanied  by  an  affidavit  by  the  physician 
that  Churchill  is  still  mentally  incapacitated  for  making  a  reliable 
statement  as  to  past  occurrences  and  that  in  the  opinion  of  the  de- 
ponent be  will  within  a  few  monl^  be  sufficiently  recovet^d  to  be 
reliable  as  to  his  recollection  of  past  occurrences. 

It  is  believed  that  the  lowing  made  in  support  of  this  motion  is 
insufficient.  It  does  not  appear  that  there  is  any  greater  likelihood 
of  obtaining  the  preliminary  statement  of  the  applicant  within  the 
period  asked  for  than  in  any  previous  time,  since  the  affidavit  of  the 
physician  is  substantially  the  same  as  his  prior  affidavits,  nor  does  it 
appear  that  any  effort  has  been  made  to  have  a  legal  representative 
appointed  for  the  applicant  at  any  time  during  the  period  of  nine 
months  which  has  already  been  allowed  to  Churcliill  to  file  his  pre- 
liminary statement. 

In  view  of  thet^e  facts  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences 
is  affirmed. 

The  first  prayer  of  the  petition  covers  substantially  the  same  ground 
as  tbe  appeal  and  is  denied  for  the  same  reason. 

In  respect  to  the  request  that  an  order  be  entered  permitting 
Churchill's  equitable  assignee  of  one-half  interest  to  make  the  pre- 
liminary statement  in  Churchill's  stead  it  may  be  said  that  this  Office 
has  no  record  of  any  assignment  to  the  alleged  asagnee.  Ho  reason, 
therefore,  appears  for  rec<^nizing  said  party  in  this  case.  Ample 
(^portunity  has  been  given  to  the  applicant  and  his  assigns  to  present 
a  preliminary  statement  in  accordance  with  Rule  131,  and  the  failure 
to  do  so  is  not  sufficiently  excused. 

T?te  petition  is  denied. 

Ex  PARTE  Havana -American  Compant. 

APPLICATION     FOR    REOISTRATION    OF    TRADE-MARK. 

DeiMea  Febniary  18,  190S. 

132  O.  G..  1839. 

TaAiu-MABRa — Practicb— ReniSTBATioNs  Undgb  the  Ihvalid  Act  of  1870  Will 

BE  DlSBBOABDED. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  notice  of  the  application  for  registration  of  a 
trade-mark  Is  published  tn  the  Official  GAZtTTK  and  atnce  the  act  of  1W5 
provides  that  any  person  who  believes  be  will  be  damaged  may  file  an 
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opposition,  Held  that  the  burden  should  aot  be  placed  upon  an  applleant 
for  registration  to  show  the  abandontneut  or  non-use  of  a  mark  registered 
nnder  tbe  act  ot  ISTO,  and  that  registration  under  the  Invalid  Act  of  1870 
should  no  longer  be  held  a  bar  to  the  reglstratiou  of  a  trade-mark. 

On  Appeal. 


Messrs.  Meyers,  Cuthman  &  Rea  for  the  applicant. 

Billings,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  Ein  appeal  from  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks  refusing 
registration  of  trade-mark  "  Antonia  Y  Cleopatra "  for  cigars  in 
view  of  the  trade-mark  registration  of  C.  G.  Peterson,  No.  6,737, 
dated  October  22,  1878. 

This  registration  was  effected  under  the  act  of  1870,  which  was  de- 
clared invalid  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  The 
Trade-Mark  Cases,  C.  D.,  1879,  619;  16  O.  G.,  999;  100  U.  S.  82. 

It  is  contended  on  behalf  of  the  appellant  that  since  this  law  was 
declared  unconstitutional  the  registrations  granted  under  the  same 
are  of  no  effect  and  that  the  reference  cited  in  this  case  should  there- 
fore be  withdrawn  and  registration  granted  to  this  applicant. 

The  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks  refused  registration  of  the  appli- 
cant's mark  upon  the  ground  that  Peterson's  registration,  while  not 
prima  facie  evidence  of  ownership  of  the  trade-mark  in  controversy, 
is  evidence  of  a  known  mark,  and  that  under  the  well-established 
practice  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  applicant,  if  he  is  to  be  granted 
registration,  to  overcome  the  known  mark  by  the  presentation  of  evi- 
dence by  affidavit  or  otherwise  showing  that  the  mark  is  not  in  use 
or  has  been  abandoned. 

In  the  case  of  ew  parte  Lyon,  Dupuy  t&  Co.  (C.  D.,  1884,  29 ;  28 
O.  G.,  191,)  the  applicant  sought  to  register  the  word  "  Triumphant  " 
for  wheat-flour,  and  registration  was  refused  in  view  of  a  prior  regis- 
tration of  Imt«,  Meyer  &  Co.,  No.  3,472,  dated  February  29,  1876. 
In  passing  upon  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  registration  under 
the  act  of  1870  Acting  Commissioner  Dyrenforth  said: 

The  registration  of  Imbs,  Meyer  &  Co.  was  complete  under  the  law  of  1S70, 
and  eatabllehed  not  only  title  to  the  trade-mark  In  controversy,  but  that  they 
bad  been  using  it  for  ten  years.  There  Is  no  pretense  that  that  record  does 
not  disclose  the  exact  truth.  The  point  made  is  that  tbe  law  under  which 
that  solemn  act  took  place  and  tbe  record  of  It  was  made  up  was  unconstitu- 
tlonal,  and.  ergo,  I  must  shut  my  eyes  to  what  that  record  discloses.  But  the 
statute  says  that  applicant  sbnll  not  be  entitled  to  registration  of  a  trade- 
mark which  is  Identical,  or  substantially  identical,  with  the  registered  or  known 
trade-mark  of  another.  This  record  discloses  to  me  that  applicants  are  seeking 
to  register  substantially  the  knotBn  trade-mark  of  another — to  wit,  that  of 
Imbs,  Ueyer  &  Co.    It  Is  true  that  these  parties  may  have  abandoned  their 
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tnde-mark,  but  BbaodODinent  Is  not  to  be  presamed.  If  It  had  become  worth- 
less, no  other  person  woold  have  aooght  to  appropriate  it,  or  that  wblcta  Is 
mbstantlaUr  IdenUcal  with  It 

This  position  has  been  generally  adhered  to  by  the  Office  since  that 
time.  In  eai  parte  Star  Distillery  Company  (C.  D.,  1905,  493  j  119 
O.  G.,  964)  Commissioner  Allen  said  in  respect  to  registration  under 
the  act  of  1870  that— 

Tbe  act  ot  1S70  was  declared  nncoastltntlonal  by  the  Supreme  Court,  and 
consequenUy  r^lBtratlona  thereunder  were  Invalid  and  furnished  no  protection 
to  the  partieB  securing  tbem.  They  constitute  publications,  however,  In  which 
the  i^lBtrantB  made  public  claim  and  affidavit  to  ownership  of  the  marks 
disclosed  tbereUi.  Th«T  made  that  claim,  furthermore,  before  the  present  appli- 
cant entered  the  field  and  long  before  It  made  claim  to  ownership.  While 
those  r^stratlona  do  not  constitute  legal  vroof  of  ownership,  they  constitute 
evidence,  and  It  Is  believed  that  this  Office  is  warranted  in  accepting  It  as 
making  ont  a  prima  facie  case  until  overcome  In  some  way  by  tbe  applicant. 

The  decision  in  Schneider  v.  The  Union  DistiUing  Co.  (C.  D.,  1906, 
129;  121  O.  G.,  1676)  is  to  the  same  effect.  Under  these  decisions  it 
has  been  the  practice  of  the  Office  to  require  an  applicant  to  show  by 
affidavit  or  otherwise  a  prior  claim  to  the  trade-mark  sought  to  be 
registered  or  that  the  registrant  under  the  act  of  1870  has  ceased  to 
use  the  mark  or  has  abandoned  the  same. 

It  is  urged  by  the  appellant  that  since  registrations  effected  under 
tbe  act  of  1870  are  invatid  the  burden  should  not  be  placed  upon  an 
applicant  of  overcoming  such  registrations;  that  either  they  should 
be  disregarded  or  that  an  interference  should  be  declared  therewith 
in  order  that  the  applicant  should  not  be  put  to  the  expense  of  pro- 
curing and  presenting  testimony  which  must  from  the  .very  nature 
of  the  case  be  negative  in  its  character  and  unconvincing. 

The  contention  of  the  appellant  is  believed  to  be  well  founded. 
This  position  was  recognized  in  ex  parte  American  Lead  Pencil  Comr 
pony,  (0.  D.,  1892,  199;  61  O.  G.,  151,)  in  which  case  Commissioner 
Simonds  said : 

The  Examiner  declines  to  Institute  tbe  interference  on  the  ground  that  the 
r^stratlons  under  the  act  of  ISTO  are  known  to  be  null  and  void  through 
the  decision  of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court,  and  he  decliueB  to  grant 
reglstntton  because,  althongh  the  previous  registration  Is  void,  yet  It  makes 
tbe  trade-mark  in  question  known  to  tbe  Patent  Office. 

Under  such  circumstances  tbe  proper  and  equitable  thing  seems  to  be  to  give 
tbe  r^lBtrant  under  the  act  of  1S70  opportunity  to  file  an  application  under 
the  listing  act  and  become  an  interference  contestant  If  that  party  so  cboosee. 

Notice  will  be  Issued  to  the  registrant  under  the  act  of  1S70  that  an  appli- 
cation for  registry  Is  pending  with  wblcb  tbe  Bald  registry  would  interfere  if 
It  were  a  registry  under  the  existing  act,  and  that  sixty  days  will  be  allowed 
vberelD  such  registrant  may  make  application  under  the  existing  act  with  a 
riew  to  interference. 


,,  Google 
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By  the  procedure  indicated  in  this  decision  it  appears  that  tbe 
registrant  was  duly  notified  of  the  conflicting  claim  of  the  applicant 
and  was  given  an  opportunity  to  contest  the  same  if  he  so  desired. 
The  burden  in  such  case  was  not  placed  upon  the  applicant  to  presoit 
evidence  of  a  negative  character  showing  that  the  r^strant  had  no 
valid  title  to  his  trade-mark. 

The  act  of  1881  contained  no  provision  for  the  notification  of  the 
public  of  the  pendency  of  applications  for  registration  of  trade- 
marks. The  act  of  1905,  however,  provides  in  section  6  that  if  after 
examination — 

*  *  *  It  sball  appear  tbat  ttie  appllcaat  is  entitled  to  bave  liii  tradfr-mark 
registered  undw  tbe  provlaloiiB  of  tills  act,  tbe  OommlB^oner  ohatl  canK  tbe 
mark  to  be  publlBbed  at  least  once  In  the  OmciAi.  Oautti  ot  tbe  Patent  Office. 

This  section  further  provides  that — 

Any  powm  who  believes  be  would  be  damaged  ttj  tbe  registration  of  a 
mark  may  oppose  tbe  same  by  filing  notice  of  opposition,  stating  tbe  srounda 
therefor,  in  the  Patent  Office  within  ttilrty  days  after  the  pablicatlon  of  tbe 
mark  sought  to  be  registered,  etc 

It  is  clear  that  by  this  provision  the  public  at  large  is  notified  of 
the  pendency  of  an  application  for  the  registration  of  a  trade-mark 
in  ^e  Patent  Office,  and  any  person  who  believes  that  he  has  a 
superior  title  to  said  mark  has  the  right  to  delay  registration  of  the 
mark  by  the  interposition  of  a  notice  of  opposition  and  finally  pre- 
vent the  registration  should  he  succeed  in  establishing  Ic^al  grounds 
for  the  refusal  of  the  registration  for  which  application  was  made. 

Furthermore,  section  13  of  the  act  of  1905  provides — 

That  whenever  any  person  shall  deem  himself  Injured  by  the  registration 
of  a  trade-mark  In  tbe  Patent  Office  he  may  at  any  time  apply  to  tbe  Gom- 
mlestoDer  of  Patents  to  cancel  the  registration  thereof. 

In  view  of  these  provisions  of  the  present  Trade-Mark  Act  it  is 
believed  that  registrants  under  the  act  of  1870,  as  well  as  parties  who 
have  no  registration,  are  sufficiently  advised  of  the  presentation  of 
the  claim  of  an  applicant  for  registration  and  that  the  burden  is 
upon  them,  if  they  desire  to  contest  the  right  to  such  registration,  to 
either  present  an  application  for  Interference  or  to  file  notice  of 
opposition,  or  if  such  time  has  elapsed  tbat  neither  can  be  dwtB  tb^ 
right  of  cancelation  is  adequate  to  protect  their  intereata. 

It  is  to  be  noted  tliat  after  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  1870  was 
declared  invalid  registrants  under  that  act  had  the  right  under  the 
act  of  1881  to  register  such  marks  as  were  used  in  commerce  with 
foreign  nations  or  with  Indian  tribes.  By  the  act  of  Februaiy  20, 
1905,  the  rigl..  to  registration  was  extuided  to  trade-marks  twed  in 
intei-state  commerce.  It  is  believed  that  where  a  registrant  under 
the  act  of  1870  has  not  availed  himself  of  the  right  to  register  his 
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mti^  nnder  the  set  of  1881  or  under  the  provisions  of  the  present 
Mt,  which  has  already  been  in  force  for  three  years,  the  burden 
dtoold  not  be  placed  upon  another  applicant  for  registration  of  the 
same  mark  or  one  resembling  the  same  to  present  evidence  to  over- 
come a  mark  roistered  under  the  invalid  act  of  1870  as  a  pre- 
requisite to  registration  of  his  mark. 

As  abo<re  stated,  regietranta  under  the  act  of  1870  are,  by  the  pub- 
heaticm  of  die  mark  sought  to  be  re^stered,  given  notice  of  the 
applicant's  claim,  and  ample  remedies  are  provided  for  conteeting 
the  ri^t  of  owner^p  of  such  mark.  In  view  of  these  facts  I  am 
of  the  opinion  that  registratioiis  nnder  the  invalid  act  of  1670  should 
BO  longer  be  hdd  a  bar  to  tlie  registratim  of  a  trade-mark  presented 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1905.  The  decisions  in  ex  parte 
Star  Dis^Uery  Company  and  in  Schneider  v.  The  Union  DiatiUinj 
Co.,  tupra,  are  ovn-rnled  to  the  extent  indicated. 

TAe  decision  of  the  EoKMuiner  of  Trade-Mark*  u  nverted. 


Ex  PARTE  KnnsB. 

ATPLICATION  TOa.  PATENT. 

Decided  February  7,  1908. 

133  O.  O.,  229. 

ktmmtttn  to  ArFLiCATiaii — Riaht  to  Witrdbaw, 

Wbere  an  applicant  Ued  aa  aDMndment  directing  tbe  cannlattos  of  tti« 
Onallj-rslectied  claim  of  bU  application  and  requesting  that  tbe  caw  be 
paned  to  Iseae,  bnt  oa  tbe  aonie  day  filed  an  appeal  from  the  Bxamlner'a 
ftnal  rejection,  In  wblcb  appeal  papers  he  asked  that  the  amaidmoit  be 
withdrawn,  altboagb  the  request  for  the  withdrawal  of  the  amendment  was 
Ittfomoal,  In  that  It  was  onbodfed  In  the  appeal  papen  Instead  of  Id  a 
separate  paper,  the  fixamlaer  should  not  have  entered  the  amendment  and 
passed  the  case  to  Iwue  without  giving  the  apptlcant  an  opportunity^  to  elect 
the  conree  he  desired  to  pursue. 

On  Pbtttion. 


Mr.  Obed  C.  BiUman  for  the  applicant. 

MooBE,  GommSstioner  : 

This  ia  a  petition  that  this  case  oe  withdrawn  from  is.siie  and  that 
the  claims  canceled  by  the  amendment  of  January  8,  1908,  be  rein- 
serted and  that  the  appeal  filed  January  6,  1908,  be  forwarded. 

On  January  9, 1907,  claims  1  to  8  were  finally  rejected.  On  Janu- 
ary 8,  1908,  applicant  filed  an  amendment,  dated  January  6,  1908, 
directing  that  theee  claims  be  canceled  and  requesting  that  the  case 
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be  passed  to  issue  at  an  early  date.  On  the  same  day  there  was  filed 
an  appeal  to  the  Examiners-in-Chief  as  to  these  claims,  also  dated 
January  6, 1908,  and  in  this  appeal  paper  the  following  statement  was 
made:    "The  amendment  this  day  mailed  is  hereby  withdrawn," 

The  appeal  and  the  amendment  reachedthe  examining  division  on 
January  10, 1908;  but  when  the  Examiner  took  the  case  up  for  action 
on  January  16, 1908,  the  amendment  had  been  entered,  and  he  refused 
to  forward  the  appeal  on  the  ground  that  the  rejected  claims  had 
been  canceled  and  that  if  the  statement  above  quoted  from  the  appeal 
was  intended  as  a  direction  to  reinsert  the  claims  canceled  by  the 
amendment  of  January  8,  1908,  it  was  too  indefinite  to  warrant  the 
reinsertion  of  the  rejected  claims.  He  thereupon  passed  the  case  to 
issue. 

The  error  in  this  action  arose  from  overlooking  the  fact  that  the 
amendment  directing  the  cancelaticn  of  the  claims  should  not  have 
been  entered,  having  been  withdrawn  by  the  appeal  paper.  Undoubt- 
edly if  the  withdrawal  of  the  amendment  had  been  embodied  in  a 
paper  separate  from  the  appeal  paper  and  had  reached  the  examining 
division  on  the  same  day  as  the  amendment  the  Examiner  would  not 
have  entered  the  latter. 

Although  the  withdrawal  was  in  the  appeal  paper,  the  Examiner 
should  not  have  passed  the  case  to  issue  without  first  notifying  the 
applicant  of  the  informality  and  giving  him  an  opportunity  to  elect 
the  course  he  desired  to  pursue.  It  is  not  the  policy  of  the  Office  to 
take  advantage  of  technical  points  of  procedure  to  the  detriment  of 
applicants  who  are  prosecuting  their  cases  in  good  faith.  If  appli- 
cant will  file  an  amendment  reinserting  the  claims  the  cancelation 
of  which  was  directed  by  the  amendment  of  January  8,  1908,  the 
appeal  vrill  be  forwarded. 

The  petition  is  granted  to  the  extent  indicated. 


Andbbbon  v.  Feck, 

PATENT  niTBBFBRBNCE, 

Decided  February  tO,  1908. 

133  O.  G.,  229. 

IiTTBRmuciTOB— Pbeliminakt    Statement — Delat   in    FinNO-rEicrsE   InauF- 

FICIBST. 

PermlasloD  to  file  a  preliminary  statement  will  not  be  granted  when  filed 
DParly  tour  months  after  the  expiration  of  the  period  allowed  for  such 
action  and  after  the  granting  of  two  extensions  of  time  for  the  taking  of 
testimony  where  It  appears  that  applicant's  counsel  notlQed  the  assignee 
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o(  an  undivided  half  Interest  of  the  Interference  and  asked  him  to  secure 
from  the  applicant  the  Information  necessary  to  make  a  preliminary  state- 
ment and  that  said  counsel  addressed  a  letter  to  applicant  advlBlng  him 
about  the  preliminary  statement,  which  presumably  waa  delivered,  as  it 
was  not  returned.  Whether  applicant  had  actual  notice  or  not,  the  failure 
to  obtain  the  necessary  data  by  counsel  or  by  the  assignee  was  negligence 
with  which  applicant  is  chargeable. 

Appeal  on  Motion. 


Mr.  Charles  8.  Cairns  and  liessrs.  Mason,  Fenwick  &  Lawrence 
for  AndeTBon. 

Messrs.  Paul  <&  Paul  for  Peck. 

BojJNoe,  Assistant  Convmiaaioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interfer- 
ences denying  a  motion  by  Peck  for  leave  to  file  a  preliminary 
statement. 

The  record  shows  that  the  time  to  file  preliminary  statements  was 
originally  set  to  expire  August  26,  1907.  Within  that  time  a  state- 
ment was  filed  by  Anderson,  but  no  statement  was  filed  by  Peck. 
Times  for  the  taking  of  testimony  were  set  on  August  30,  1907,  and 
two  extensions  of  time  have  since  been  granted  by  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences.  On  December  24, 1907,  Peck  filed  his  motion  for  leave 
to  file  a  preliminary  statement  ia  the  case. 

The  showing  in  support  of  this  motion  consists  in  the  affidavits  of 
Peck,  his  assignee,  Hewson,  and  his  counsel,  Richard  Paul.  It 
appears  from  tJiese  affidavits  that  Paul  notified  Hewson  of  the  pend- 
ency of  the  interference  and  requested  him  to  obtain  certain  infor- 
mation from  Peck  which  could  be  used  in  the  preparation  of  a  pre- 
liminary statement;,  that  Hewson  spoke  to  Peck  concerning  the 
same,  but  while  talking  with  him  was  interrupted  by  a  telephone 
message  and  failed  thereafter  to  call  Peck's  attention  to  this  matter 
again.  Peck  states  in  his  affidavit  that  until  he  was  notified  by  Paul 
that  notice  had  been  given  for  the  taking  of  testimony  by  Anderson 
he  had  no  knowledge  that  the  interference  was  pending  and  that 
wh«i  notified  of  that  proceeding  he  at  once  signified  his  desire  to 
actively  contest  the  same. 

It  appears  from  the  affidavit  of  Cairns,  counsel  for  Anderson, 
that  in  November,  1907,  he  communicated  with  Paul  relative  to  this 
interference  and  that  Paul  stated  that  he  had  written  to  Peck  about 
the  preliminary  statement,  but  that  he  had  received  no  response 
from  Peck.  Peck  avers  that  he  never  received  a  letter  from  Paul ; 
but  the  fact  is  not  denied  that  Paul  addressed  a  letter  to  him  regard- 
ing this  matter,  and  it  is  not  shown  that  this  letter  miscarried,  imd, 
as  stated  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences,  the  record  sliows  that 
Peck  was  well  known  in  the  place  to  which  the  letter  was  addressed, 
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and  it  seems  likely  that  he  either  should  have  received  the  letter 
or  that  the  same  would  have  been  returned  to  the  attorneys  before 
this  time. 

The  record  shows  that  on  May  23,  1907,  the  Examiner  su^ested 
to  Peck  a  claim  taken  from  Anderson's  applicatitHi,  which  claim  was 
made  by  amendment  on  May  29,  1907.  -  It  was  incumbent  upon 
counsel  for  Peck  to  have  notified  his  principal  of  this  suggested 
claim  in  order  that  he  might  be  advised  whether  Peck  asserted  his 
right  to  the  invention  stated  therein.  Such  action  is  now  required 
by  Bule  96,  which  provides  that  when  claims  are  suggested  a  copy 
of  the  same  shall  be  sent  to  the  applicant  as  well  as  to  the  attorney  of 
record. 

After  the  declaration  of  the  interference,  as  appears  from  the 
affidavits  above  referred  to,  Hewson,  the  assignee  of  one-half  interest, 
was  notified  of  the  pendency  of  the  interference  and  was  advised  by 
his  comisel  that  certain  data  was  needed  for  the  preparation  of  a  pre- 
liminary statement.  The  failure  to  obtain  this  data  on  the  part  of 
counsel  or  of  the  interested  party,  Hewson,  and  of  Peck  to  furnish 
the  data  is  not  excused  by  the  averments  of  their  affidavits.  Xo 
motion  was  made  for  additional  time  within  which  to  file  a  pre- 
liminary statement.  More  than  three  months  elapsed  after  the  date 
for  which  time  was  set  for  taking  testimony  before  the  proposed 
preliminary  statement  was  filed,  and  during  this  time  the  statement 
of  Anderson  was  open  to  inspection  of  the  other  party,  although  both 
counsel  and  the  applicant  averred  that  they  have  not  had  access  to 
the  statement.  During  this  time  stipulations  entered  into  between 
counsel  for  the  respective  parties  for  extending  time  for  taking  tes- 
timony and  the  fact  that  the  interference  was  to  be  contested  by 
Anderson  was  thus  brought  to  the  attention  of  Peck's  counsel;  but 
there  is  no  indication  that  Peck  or  his  counsel  intended  to  contest 
the  interference  at  that  time. 

It  is  well  settled  that  the  applicant  is  chargeable  with  such  acts 
of  negligence  on  the  part  of  counsel.  {Jones  v.  Linn,  C.  D.,  1904,  203 ;  . 
110  O.  G.,  1430;  Eemitsh  and  Moriarty  v.  Congdon  v.  Kelsea,  C.  D,, 
1903,  302;  106  O.  G.,  542.)  Furthermore,  in  the  present  case  the 
assignee  of  a  half  interest  was  notified  of  the  pendency  of  the  inter- 
ference and  advised  that  a  statement  of  the  inventor  should  be 
secured.  The  failure  of  Hewson,  the  assignee,  to  communicate  this 
information  to  Peck  or  to  obtain  data  for  the  statement  for  coimsel 
clearly  shows  such  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  parties  interested 
as  should  preclude  the  granting  of  their  request  for  relief.  (Fowler 
V.  Boyoe  et  al.,  C.  IX,  1903.  432;  107  O.  G.,  .'543;  White  v.  miritt  and 
Nolan,  C.  D.,  1905,  130;  115  O.  G.,  1846;  Diitcher  v.  Matthew  et  al. 
G  D.,  1905,  455;  118  O.  G.,  2538.) 
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In  view  of  the  circumstances  above  stated  it  must  be  held  that 
the  excuse  tor  the  delay  in  filing  a  preliminary  statement  is  insuffi- 
cient and  that  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  refusing 
to  accept  the  preliminary  statement  at  this  time  was  right.  It  is 
atscorHngly  aff/rmed. 


Wheeleb  v.  Paluros. 

patent  interferencb. 

DeciOcA  Februarv  21, 1908. 

133  O.  G.,  230. 

1,  ISTwarwamcB — HonoR  to  Amekd  SPECirtCATtoir— TBAnsiiiBsioN. 

A  motloD  to  amend  tbe  Bpeclflcatlon  ot  an  application  involve)]  In  aa  In- 
terteieace  for  the  purpose  of  curing  an  alleged  error  therein  should  not  be 
transmitted. 

2.  Sahi — MonoH  to  Aukhd  Issue  Uhdbb  Rule  100— TBAnsmsBion. 

A  motloD  to  amend  the  Issue  of  an  interference  under  Rule  109  was  prop- 
erly refused  transmlsBloD  where  It  contained  a  proviso  that  the  claims 
BfaaU  be  added  "  without  prejudice  to  the  right  to  contest  such  claims 
tmder  the  prorlsions  of  Rule  122." 

Affbai,  on  Motion. 

pheumatjo  tool. 

dfr.  Joseph.  M.  NesUt  and  Mr.  Bubert  E.  Peck  for  Wheeler. 

Messrs.  Knight  Brothers  for  Palmros. 
BiLUNGS,  Assistant  CoTmnissioner: 

This  case  is  before  me  on  an  appeal  by  Wheeler  from  the  decision 
of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  refusing  to  transmit  a  proposed 
amendment  curing  an  alleged  error  in  Wheeler's  specification  and 
refusing  also  to  transmit  a  motion  to  add  certain  claims  to  the  issue 
under  Rule  109. 

The  record  shows  that  on  December  11,  1907,  Wheeler  filed  the 
•bove-menticmed  motion  to  amend  and  also  a  motion  to  dissolve  upon 
the  ground,  among  others,  that  there  was  such  informality  in  the 
declaration  of  interference  as  would  preclude  the  proper  determina- 
tion of  the  question  of  priority  of  invention.  It  appears  from  the 
brief  that  the  question  raised  by  this  ground  of  the  motion  relates 
to  the  same  matter  as  that  which  is  proposed  to  be  cured  by  the 
amendments  submitted. 

It  is  contended  that  if  this  amendment  is  transmitted  the  matter 
can  be  considered  in  toto  inter  partes  in  connection  with  the  motion 
ior  dissolution  which  has  been  transmitted.  This  contention  is  not 
well  founded.  If  there  has  been  such  irregularity  in  the  declaration 
as  would  preclude  the  proper  determination  of  the  question  of  pri- 
ority, the  interference  should  be  dissolved.  The  question  whether 
9e08&— B.Pocl34»,fl 
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U>e  applicant  will  be  permitted  to  unend  his  specification  sA«r  such 
dissolution  to  incorporate  the  matter  submitted  or  any  other  amend- 
ment is  an  ex  parte  question,  which  must  be  determined  independ- 
ently of  any  interference  proceeding.  The  right  of  appeal  from  an 
adverse  decision  upon  such  amendment  is  likewise  ex  parte  in  its 
nature,  and  it  is  necessary  that  the  question  as  to  the  patentability 
of  claims  based  upon  the  specification,  whether  original  or  amended, 
be  finally  determined  before  the  case  is  placed  in  interference.  The 
decision'  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  refusing  to  transmit  this 
amendment  is  right. 

The  motion  to  amend  under  Rule  109  contains  a  proviso  that  such 
claims  shall  be  added — 

without  prejudice  to  Wheeler's  right  to  contest  such  claims  under  tlie  provisions 
of  Bule  123  (122). 

This  condition,  as  stated  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences,  is  in 
contravention  of  Rule  109,  which  provides  that  motions  for  dissolu- 
tion will  not  be  transmitted  in  regard  to  claims  presented  under  this 
rule  where  the  questions  could  have  been  disposed  of  in  connection 
with  the  admission  of  the  claims.  Under  the  provisions  of  this  rule 
it  is  contemplated  that  the  question  of  each  party's  right  to  make  the 
claims  should  be  determined  in  connection  with  the  motion  to  add 
such  claims. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  w  afftrmed. 


The  Anhbew  Jerqens  Co.  v,  WooDBURr. 

OPPoarriON. 

Decided  January  £9, 1908. 

133  O.  O.,  513. 

Tbade-Maieb — OpPosmoH — Name  or  Applicant. 

The  applicant,  Woodbury,  having  given  opposer  the  exclusive  t\ght  t» 
use  certain  trade-namee  and  a  trade-mark  which  had  been  associated  for 
many  years  with  applicant's  name,  Hctd  that  he  Is  nut  entitled  to  register 
a  mark  of  which  the  tianie  "  Woodbury  "  constitutes  a  prominent  feature 
for  goods  of  the  same  descriptive  proi^erttes. 

Appeal  from  the  Examiner  of  Interferences. 

TaADE-MABKB    FOB    DBTBBaEHTB,     (TOILET   SOAF.) 

Mr.  Rogwell  S.  Nichols  and  Messrs.  Knighi  Bros,  for  The  Andrew 
Jergens  Co. 

Mr.  C.  T.  Belt  for  Woodbury. 
Moore,  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  John  H.  Woodbury  from  a  decision  of  the 
Examiner  of  Interferences  sustaining  the  opposition  and  adjudging 
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that  John  H.  Woedburj  is  not  entitled  to  register  the  mark  for  which 
he  has  made  application. 

It  appears  that  Woodbury  made  application  for  the  registration 
of  a  trade-mark  for  toilet  soap,  which  consists  of  the  name  "  Wood- 
bury" arranged  in  a  circular  shape  between  two  concentric  circles, 
which  inclose  the  representation  of  a  serpent  and  arrows. 

The  opposition  is  baaed  on  the  ground  that  by  virtue  of  certain 
contracts  between  the  parties  to  these  proceedings  John  H.  Woodbury 
bad  given  to  the  opposer  the  right  to  use  the  name  "  Woodbury  "  on 
certain  toilet  soap;  that  therefore  John  H.  Woodbury  had  no  right  to 
uae  this  name  in  connection  with  toilet  soap,  and  that  the  opposer 
would  be  injured  by  the  registration  by  Woodbury  of  a  mark  for 
toilet  soap  of  which  the  name  constituted  a  part. 

The  record  shows  that  on  June  7,  1897,  Andrew  Jergens  &  Co.,  the 
predecessors  in  business  of  the  opposer,  entered  into  a  contract  with 
the  applicant,  who  had  for  many  years  been  engaged  in  selling  a- 
hHlet  soap  known  as  *'  Woodbury's  Facial  Soap,"  whereby  Andrew 
Jei^ens  A  Co.  was  to  manufacture  this  soap  for  the  applicant.  On 
June  29,  1900,  another  contract  was  entered  into  between  the  same 
parties  with  reference  to  this  soap,  and  on  June  13,  1901,  Andrew 
Jergens  &  Co.  purchased  from  the  applicant  and  those  associated  in 
bosiBess  with  him  the  business  of  manufacturing  certain  named  com- 
modities, of  which  "  Facial  Soap  "  was  one. 

The  contract  of  June  29, 1900,  contains  the  following  statement: 

Whereas  John  H.  Woo^nry  li  tbe  owner  of  the  proprietary  toilet  articles 
known  aa  Woodbarjr'a  Facial  Boap,  Woodbury's  Facial  Cream,  WaoAbnry's 
Dental  Cream,  Woodbury's  Tooth  Powder  and  Woodbury's  Odoiine  Powder, 
■nd  as  sole  and  exclnslve  owner  of  tbe  aforesaid  articles  having  made  them 
Talosble  by  long  advertlainK  tber^y  acquiring  a  considerable  patronage  and 
demand  for  tbe  same  and  aa  idaitldcatlon  of  tbe  same  In  tbe  minds  and  eyes 
of  the  pobUc 

When  the  contract  of  June  13, 1901,  was  entered  into,  the  applicant 
sold  to  Andrew  Jergens  &  Co.  and  its  assigns — 

■II  Hsht,  title  and  Interest  la  aiHl  to  tbe  commodities  known  as  Facial  Soap, 
Fscial  Cream,  Dmtal  Cream,  Tootb  Powder,  Shaving  Sticks  and  Sturlng  Soap 
and  all  trade-marks,  eopyrl^ts  and  privileges  of  every  name  and  nature  what- 
soever appurtenant  to  the  ownership  thereof. 

The  statement  quoted  above  from  the  former  contract  shows  that 
the  applicant  considered  that  these  goods  were  known  as  "Wood- 
bury's goods,"  and  the  testimony  shows  that  they  are  so  considered 
by  the  public  and  that  the  "  Facial  Soap  "  was  often  ordered  from 
the  opposer  and  its  predecessor  as  "  Woodbury's  Soap."  Further- 
more, it  is  clearly  shown  by  the  testimony  that  in  advertising  this 
Boap  the  name  "  Woodbury "  was  made  a  prominent  feature  of  the 
advertising,  and  that  this  was  done  with  John  H.  Woodbury's  knowl- 
edge and  consent 


72  DECISIONS  OF  THE   COUMISSIOirEB  07   PATENTS, 

In  view  of  these  facts  it  must  be  held  that  whea  Andrew  Jergens 
&  Co.  acquired  from  John  H.  Woodbury  all  right,  tiUe,  and  interest 
in  the  commodity  known  as  "  Facial  Soap  "  and  all  privileges  of  any 
name  and  nature  whatsoever  appurtenant  thereto  it  acquired  the  right 
to  use  the  name  "  Woodbury  "  therewith.  The  contract  of  June  13, 
1901,  also  gave  Andrew  Jergens  &  Co.  the  right  to  use  the  "  neckless- 
head  "  trade-mark  on  "  Facial  Soap."  This  trade-mark  was  the  head 
of  John  H.  Woodbury  and  was  so  known  and  recognized. 

The  mark  which  applicant  seeks  to  register  includes  as  a  promi- 
nent feature  thereof  the  word  "  Woodbury,"  and  the  merchandise  in 
connection  with  which  the  mark  is  used — viz.,  toilet  soap — is  mer- 
chandise of  the  same  descriptive  properties  as  the  "  Facial  Soap  "  of 
the  opposer. 

The  mark  which  applicant  seeks  to  register,  therefore,  so  nearly 
resembles  a  "known  trade-mark  owned  and  in  use  by  another  and 
appropriated  to  merchandise  of  the  same  descriptive  properties  "  that 
its  registration  is  prohibited  by  section  5  of  the  act  of  February  20, 
1903. 

The  name  "  Woodbury  "  is  the  name  of  the  applicant,  and,  gener- 
ally speaking,  a  man  has  the  right  to  use  his  own  name  in  all  legiti- 
mate ways;  but,  as  pointed  out  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  in  Howe 
SccOea  Co.  v.  Wyckof,  Seamans  <&  Benedict,  (C.  D.,  1906,  717;  116, 
O.  Q.,  299 ;  198  U.  S.,  118,)  he  has  this  right  only  "  in  the  absence  of 
contract,  fraud,  or  estoppel."  The  facts  above  stated  bring  this  case 
clearly  within  that  limitation. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  ia  aprmed. 


Fkice  v.  Blackmorb. 

patent  interference. 

Decided  March  S,  190S. 

133  O.  q.,  614. 

ISTEBFDiBOB — Motion  to  Disboltb — Delat  m  Bbinoino. 

The  pendency  of  a  motion  to  shift  the  burden  of  proof  U  no  excase  for  the 
delay  In  bringing  a  motion  to  dissolve. 

Appeal  on  Motion. 


Messrs.  Byrnes  (&  Townsend  for  Price. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Nottingham  for  Blackmore. 
Moore,  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Blackmore  from  the  deci^on  of  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences  refusing  to  transmit  to  the  Primary  Examiner  a 
motion  to  dissolve  the  above-entJtled  interference. 
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The  reason  for  the  appeal  is  stated  to  be — 
that  tbe  Bzamlner  of  iBterferenoea  erred  In  boldlnf;,  tbat  the  sbowlng  made  for 
tlie  delay  In  brlngiag  a  motion  wltbln  the  time  preflcrlbed  by  the  rule  waa  not 
nttsfactory. 

The  record  shows  that  the  time  for  filing  a  preliminary  statement 
expired  on  November  4,  1907.  On  October  24,  1907,  Blackmore  filed 
a  motion  to  shift  the  burden  of  proof,  which  motion  was  granted  by 
the  Examiner  of  Interferences  on  November  27,  1907.  On  December 
26,  1907,  Blackmore  filed  a  motion  to  dissolve,  which  was  denied 
transmission  on  the  ground  that  it  was  brou^t  late  and  that  no  show- 
ing in  excuse  for  the  delay  accompanied  the  motion.  On  January 
17,  1908,  Blackmore  filed  a  second  motion  to  dissolve,  accompanied 
by  the  affidavits  of  himself  and  his  attorney,  setting  forth  certain 
reasons  in  excuse  for  the  delay. 

The  reasons,  stated  briefly,  are  that  the  attorney  for  certain  reasons 
thought  it  proper  that  the  motion  to  shift  the  burden  of  proof  should 
be  decided  before  the  motion  to  dissolve  was  brought,  that  he  thought 
he  had  thirty  days  from  the  date  of  the  decision  on  the  motion  to 
shift  the  burden  of  proof  within  which  to  bring  the  motion  to  dissolve, 
and  that  owing  to  the  fact  that  the  applicant  was  away  from  his 
place  of  business  the  attorney  was  unable  to  communicate  with  him 
until  within  a  few  days  of  the  bringing  of  the  motion. 

These  reasons  are  clearly  insufficient  to  excuse  the  delay.  In  the 
first  place,  the  pendency  of  one  motion  is  no  excuse  for  the  delay  in 
bringing  another,  as  was  stated  in  McArthur  v.  Gilbert,  (C.  D.  1904, 
314;  111  O.  O.,  1624,)  where  the  motions  were  the  same  as  in  the 
present  case — namely,  a  motion  to  shift  the  burden  of  proof  and  a 
motion  to  dissolve.  Furthermore,  it  does  not  appear  why  it  was 
necessary  to  have  a  conference  between  the  applicant  and  the  attorney 
prior  to  filing  the  motion.  In  both  the  affidavits  it  is  stated  that  as 
soon  as  access  to  Price's  file  was  had  the  attorney  was  instructed  to 
bring  both  motions,  but  that  he  postponed  bringing  the  motion  to  dis- 
solve for  the  reason  above  stated. 

/"A*  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  is  ajjiTmed. 


Deoen  v.  Pfadt, 

patent  imtesfeeence. 

Decided  February  11,  1908. 

1S3  O.  G.,  C14. 

brmmtKRCK — UonoN  to  Dissolve— Bca  adjcsicata. 

A  decision  reCoslng  to  dissolve  an  Interference  on  the  ground  of  res  od- 
j%Mcata  Is  ■  favorable  dedaioa  on  the  merlta  ani  wlU  not  be  reviewed  on 
awML     (Kole  124.) 
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Appeai.  on  Motion. 

cENTBiruaAL  puup. 

Mesaerg,  Prindte  <£  WiUuimson  for  De^en. 

Messrs.  J.  C.  <&  H,  M.  Sturgeon  for  Pfadt. 
BiujNOB,  Asaistani  CommisaioTter: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Pfadt  from  a  decision  of  the  Primary  Exam- 
iner denying  his  motion  to  dissolve  the  above-entitled  interference. 

The  ground  of  the  motion  is  that  the  question  of  priority  is  res 
adjudicata. 

TTie  motion  relates  to  Degen's  right  to  make  the  claims  constituting 
the  issue.  If  the  motion  were  sustained  upon  that  ground,  it  would 
be  necessary  to  reject  Degen's  claims,  and  therefore  it  is  clear  that  the 
ground  involves  ttie  merits.  The  Examiner's  decision  being  in  favor 
of  Degan's  right  to  make  the  claims,  there  is  no  appeal  permitted  by 
the  rule.  (Rule  124.)  A  limit  of  appeal  should  not  have  been  set 
from  the  Examiner's  decision. 

In  the  case  of  Bloxkford  v.  Wilder  a  similar  motion  was  made,  and 
an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  denying  the  motion  was 
dismissed.  {See  Blackford  v.  Wilder,  C.  D.,  1906,  804;  124  O.  G., 
31».) 

The  question  can,  however,  be  raised  under  the  provisions  of  Rule 
130  at  final  hearing  before  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  and  on 
appeals  from  his  decision. 

The  appeal  is  dismissed. 


O'Bbixn  v.  Qalb  v.  Zivmer  v.  GAummwoon. 

PATENT    INTERFERENCE. 

Decided  Febrwiry  II,  1908. 
133  O.  Q.,  S14. 

1.  iHTEBnUBNCB — SETIIRa   ABIDB   RECOBD   JODetlEITT — Affku> 

No  appeal  will  be  entertained  frooi  a  decision  of  tbe  Examiner  of  Inter- 
ferences setting  aside  a  record  Judgment  and  fixing  a  time  for  final  bearing. 

2.  Same— Bole  130. 

The  fact  that  on  appeal  from  a  decision  on  a  motion  to  dissolve  tbe  Exam- 
iners-in-Cblef  bave  beld  tbat  a  pertr  baa  a  right  to  make  tbe  claims  does 
not  present  the  question  being  raised  before  the  Examiner  of  Interferences 
at  final  bearing  under  Kule  130. 

Appeal  on  Motion. 

CUaaEinHSlHTBOLUIlO    APPAKATUa. 

Mr.  Robert  Watson  for  O'Brien. 

Mesrs.  Brown  <&  Darby  and  Mr.  C.  M.Nissen  for  Gale.  oqIc 
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ilr.  Albert  E,  Davis  tor  Zimmer.  {Mr,  Frank  J,  Set^oli  of  coun- 
eeL) 

Mr.  Charles  E.  Lord  for  CaWerwood. 

BiLLiNOS,  AsBtatant  Commistioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Gale  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  rendered  January  7,  1906,  setting  aside  a  judgment 
rendered  against  O'Brien  on  the  record  on  December  16,  1907,  and 
setting  the  case  down  for  final  hearing  upon  the  right  of  the  parties 
senior  to  O'Brien  to  make  the  claims. 

In  the  case  of  Lemp  v.  Randall  and  Bates  v.  Thomson  (C.  D.,  1906, 
42;  120  O.  G.,  905)  it  was  held  that  no  appeal  would  lie  from  a  deci- 
sion of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  denying  a  motion  for  judgment 
on  the  record,  as  such  decision  is  not  a  final  determination  that  judg- 
ment will  not  be  rendered  in  favor  of  the  moving  party.  For  a  simi- 
lar reason  it  is  thought  that  where  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  sets 
aside  a  record  judgment  and  fixes  a  time  for  final  hearing  no  appeal 
should  be  allowed  from  such  action. 

No  reason  is  seen  why  the  action  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences 
should  be  reviewed  in  the  exercise  of  the  supervisory  authority  of  the 
Commissioner,  especially  as  Zimmer  and  Calderwood,  the  parties 
alleged  by  O'Brien  not  to  be  entitled  to  make  the  claims,  make  no 
objection  thereto. 

It  may  be  stated  here  that  the  purpose  of  Rule  130  is  t<f  allow  a 
party  whose  motion  that  his  opponents  have  no  right  to  make  the 
claims  has  been  denied  to  urge  the  question  before  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  and  on  appeals  from  his  decision.  This  purpose  would 
be  defeated  if  it  were  held  that  because  the  Examiners-in-Chief  had 
held  <ai  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Primary  Examiner  on  a  motion 
to  dissolve  that  a  party  had  a  right  to  make  the  claims  the  question 
could  not  be  raised  before  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  at  final 
Iiearing. 

The  appeal  is  dismissed. 


BowE  V.  Brinkmann. 

PATENT   INTERFERENCE. 

DcrfdPrf  February  25,  1908. 

133  O.  G..  515. 

nrcB — MoTioB  TO  Disaotvi^-TaANaMiasioK. 
A  tootioii  t9  ffiMotre  Itaaed  on  the  defectlveDeea  of  fbe  oath  filed  by  the 
opporing  party  BhoaM  not  be  transmitted,  ds  It  Is  well  settled  that  the 
natter  of  a  proper  oath  la  an  ec  parte  one  and  tumlBbeH  no  ground  for 
dkaolntlon. 

•- cS'" 
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2.  Saub—Sauk — Same. 

A  motion  alleging  tbat  tbe  opposing  party  bee  no  rlglit  to  make  Qm 
claims  on  account  of  Informality  of  his  spectflcatlon  Is  too  Indefinite  to  b« 
transmitted. 

Appeal  on  Motion. 

ELBtTTBOllECHAiriCAL  OSnOE, 

Messrs,  Raymond  c6  Bamett  for  Bowe. 

Mr.  Claud  N.  Bennett  and  Messrs.  Wilkinson,  Fisher  <£  Wiiher- 
tpoon  for  Brinkmann. 

BiLLiNoa,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Rowe  from  a  decision  of  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  refusing  to  transmit  a  motion  to  dissolve. 

The  motion  was  based  on  two  grounds — first,  that  there  was  such 
informality  in  declaring  the  interference  as  would  preclude  a  proper 
determination  of  the  question  of  priority  of  invention ;  second,  that 
Brinkmann  had  no  right  to  make  the  claim. 

The  reasons  alleged  in  support  of  the  first  ground  are  that  tbe  oath 
filed  by  Brinkmann  is  defective  and  that  his  original  specification  is 
informal.  The  informality  of  the  specification  is  also  alleged  in  sup- 
port of  the  second  ground. 

Transmission  was  denied  on  the  ground  that  the  matter  of  a  proper 
oath  to  an  application  is  an  ex  parte  one,  which  cannot  be  iKtnsidered 
on  a  motion  to  dissolve,  and  on  the  further  ground  tbat  the  alleged 
lack  of  right  of  Brinkmann  to  make  the  claim  was  not  supported  by 
the  specific  facts  upon  which  the  contention  is  based,  and  that  the 
motion  was  therefore  informal. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  was  clearly  right  in  refusing  to 
transmit  the  motion  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  oath.  It  is  well  set- 
tled tbat  the  matter  of  a  proper  oath  is  an  ex  parte  one  and  offers  no 
ground  for  dissolution,  and  this  for  the  reason  that  should  the  inter- 
ference be  dissolved  on  such  a  ground  the  applicant  could  file  a  new 
oath  and  the  interference  would  have  to  be  redeclared. 

As  to  Brinkmann's  original  specification,  while  the  Examiner  held 
that  it  was  informal  he  made  no  objection  tbat  it  was  not  a  proper 
basis  for  the  substitute  specification  which  was  filed  later.  If  by 
alleging  tbat  Brinkmann  had  no  right  to  make  tbe  claim  on  account 
of  the  informality  of  the  original  specification  Bowe  meant  to  allege 
that  the  substitute  specification  contained  new  matter  and  the  claims 
could  not  be  based  on  the  orig^al  disclosure,  he  should  have  so 
framed  his  motion.  In  its  present  form  the  motion  is  too  indefinite 
to  be  transmitted. 

While,  as  pointed  out  above,  the  motion  to  dissolve  cannot  be 
transmitted,  it  is  thought  that  as  Brinkmann  has  filed  do  preliminaiy 
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statement  he  should  file  a  proper  oath  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
continuation  of  the  interference.  The  Examiner  of  Interferences 
will  therefore  suspend  the  interference  for  a  period  of  thirty  days, 
and  if  within  that  time  Brinkmann  does  not  file  such  an  oath  the 
interference  will  be  dissolved. 
The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  m  affirmed. 


Oaklet  &  Cohpant  v.  Baboock. 

opposmoN. 

Deckled  December  tS,  1907. 

133  0.  G.,  T6L 

L  Ofkwitiom — AiS^EOATioss — Notice  of. 

Where  an  appllcatloa  for  reglBttation  of  a  trade-tnnrfc  allegei  tbat  the 
mark  bad  been  naed  on  "  perfamery,  toilet  powder,  and  talcum  powder,"  a 
notice  of  oppoaitlOD  which  alleges  that  the  oppoaer  ased  tbe  same  mark  on 
perfamerlea  1b  gaffldent  to  warrant  the  acceptance  of  proot 
2.  Baue — Apfk&l  fbom  Decisior  Dehtino  Motion  to  Dibuiss. 

Ad  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  denying  a 
motion  to  dismiss  a  notice  of  opposition  will  not  be  allowed. 
S.  Sake— AuEnoMEHT  to  Notice  of. 

An  amendment  to  a  notice  of  opposition  setting  fortb  that  the  opposer 
believes  he  wonld  be  damaged  bj  the  registration  of  the  mark  HeU  to  ba*e 
been  properly  admitted. 

Appeal  from  Examiner  of  Interferences. 

XaADK-MABX  lOB  PXKVUMERIEB. 

Xfr.  John  J.  Schwartz  for  Oakley  &  Company. 

itfr.  Simon  Lyon  and  Mr.  Hubert  E.  Peck  for  Baboock. 

HooBS,  Gom/miasioner! 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Babcock  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences  denying  her  motion  to  dismiss  the  original  and 
amended  notices  of  opposition  filed  by  Oakley  &  Company. 

Tbe  record  shows  that  a  demurrer  was  filed  to  the  original  notice  of 
opposition  whidi  was  overruled  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences, 
with  leave,  however,  to  the  opposers  to  file  an  amended  notice  of 
opporation  specifically  alleging  that  said  opposer  would  be  injured 
hy  the  registration  opposed.  An  amended  notice  of  opposition  was 
filed  in  which  the  former  pleadings  were  elaborated  throughout. 
The  applicant  then  filed  a  moti(»i  to  dismiss  both  the  original  and 
aoMnded  notices  of  opposition.    The  Examiner  of  Interferences  de- 
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med  the  motion,  holding  that  in  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  original 
notice  of  opposition  the  question  was  res  adjudicata  by  reascoi  of  his 
decieion  orermling  the  demurrer,  and,  further,  that  the  amended 
notice  of  (^position  did  not  include  new  matter.  He  fixed  a  Umit 
of  appeal  from  this  decision.  The  motion  to  dismiss  the  (H^oal 
and  amended  notices  of  opposition  is  analogous  to  a  demurrer  to 
these  pleadings.  In  the  case  of  Drevet  Manufacturing  Company  v. 
Liquosone  Gorwpany  (C.  D.,  1906,  237;  122  O.  G.,  3014)  it  was  held 
that  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences 
overruling  a  demurrer  to  a  notice  of  oppositi<m  would  not  be  enter- 
tained except  under  circumstances  of  such  unusual  or  extreme  char- 
acter as  would  justify  the  exercise  of  the  supervisory  authority  of  the 
Commissioner.  For  the  same  reasons  an  appeal  from  a  decision 
denying  a  motion  to  dismiss  a  notice  of  opposition  should  not  be 
allowed. 

In  view,  however,  of  the  fact  that  the  Examiner  of  Interferences 
set  a  limit  of  appeal  in  the  present  case  the  merits  of  the  present  ap- 
peal have  been  considered.  The  first  three  grounds  of  the  appeal 
allege  an  error  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  in  not  holding  that 
the  opposition  is  restrict^  solely  to  the  use  of  the  trade-mark  upon 
"  perfumeries,"  whereas  the  application  for  registration  covers  "  per- 
fumeries, toilet  powder,  and  talcum  powder." 

The  original  notice  of  opposition  alleges  that  the  trade-mark  was 
used  by  the  opposer  and  others  as  applied  to  "  perfumeries,  eto.,"  and 
submitted  certain  labels  in  connection  therewith,  which  it  was  alleged 
had  been  used  by  the  aforesaid  parties  for  a  period  of  thirty  years. 
These  labels  show  the  mark  as  applied  to  perfumeries  and  also  to 
sachets.  Whether  the  opposer  has  used  the  trade-mark  upon  all  the 
goods  mentioned  in  the  application  for  registration  is  a  matter  which 
can  be  determined  upon  proof  presented,  and  it  is  believed  ^at  the 
allegations  in  the  notice  of  opposition  are  sufficient  to  warrant  the 
acceptance  of  such  proof.  In  any  event  proof  that  the  applicant  is 
not  the  owner  of  the  trade-mark  in  issue  as  applied  to  perfimieries 
would  bar  the  registration  of  the  mark  as  now  presented,  and  in  such 
event  the  notice  of  opposition  would  be  sustained.  For  this  reason 
the  notice  of  opposition  should  not  be  dismissed. 

The  fourth  and  fifth  grounds  of  appeal  are  that  the  Examiner 
of  interferences  erred  in  not  dismissing  the  original  notice  of  opposi- 
tion as  insufficient  because  there  is  no  positive  allegation  of  belief  as  to 
damage  by  such  registration.  As  stated  by  the  Examiner  of  Inter- 
ferences, this  question  is  res  adjudicata  in  view  of  his  decision  over- 
ruling the  demurrer.  Furthermore,  it  is  well  settled  that  amend- 
ments to  pleadings  to  set  forth  junsdicti<Mial  averments  are  liberally 
permitted,  and  in  this  case  the  terms  of  the  original  notice  of  opposi- 
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Hon  are  deariy  sufficient  to  warrant  the  ameadment  peraiitt«i]  by 
th«  Examiner  of  loterf ereaces. 

The  sixth  ground  of  appeal  is  that  the  Examiner  of  Interferences 
MTed  in  not  disnisaing  the  amended  notice  of  oppontion  as  setting  up 
new  grounds.  For  the  reaaoa  atat«d  by  the  Examiner  of  Interfer- 
aices  I  am  of  Uie  opinim  that  the  amended  notice  of  opposition  does 
not  set  forth  material  matter  not  included  in  the  original  pleading. 

The  decision  of  ike  Exam»»er  of  Interferences  m  afirmed. 


In  re  Batle,Jh. 

Deotded  February  11,  1908. 

1330.G.,762. 

AcouM  TO  Pkhdikg  Appucation. 

A  corporation  which  held  an  eichislve  license  to  make  and  nw  an  article 
disclosed  In  certain  applications  went  Into  bankruptcy,  and  the  trustee  In 
bankruptcj  Included  this  license  In  the  assets  of  the  company.  HelA  that 
the  purchaser  of  said  assets  at  the  trustee's  sale  did  not  acquire  such  a 
title  to  the  license  as  wlU  entitle  btm  to  be  permitted  to  inapect  these  appll-  ' 
catloDs. 

On  PETmoN. 

Messrs.  Knight  Bros,  for  George  A.  Bayle,  Jr. 
Mr.  y.  M.  GoodUU  for  Edwin  E.  Johnson. 

BiLusoB,  AssietaiU  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  by  Oeorge  A.  Bayle,  Jr.,  that  he  be  given  pennis- 
non  to  inspect  the  files  of  two  applications  of  Edwin  E.  Johnson. 

These  applications  were  assigned  to  M.  J.  Pope  and  Frank  D. 
Thome,  who  gave  an  exclusive  license  to  the  Mazo  Manufacturing 
Con^Any,  of  St  Louis,  Mo.,  a  corporation  of  Missouri,  to  manufac- 
ture and  sell  the  compound  disclosed  in  thesje  applications  and  to 
practice  the  process  of  compounding  the  same.  This  company  went 
into  bankruptcy,  and  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy  sold  to  George  A. 
Bayle,  Jr.,  all  the  assets  of  the  said  Mazo  Manufacturing  Company, 
and  he  included  in  the  assets  the  license  above  referred  to. 

It  is  by  virtue  of  this  sale  that  Bayle  claima  to  be  entitled  to  inspect 
these  Johnson  applications.  The  petition  is  opposed  by  the  assignees 
of  Johnson  on  tite  ground  that  Bayle  never  acquired  any  title  to  the 
license. 

The  right  of  a  trustee  in  bankruptcy  to  take  title  to  patent  prop- 
arty  is  defined  in  the  Bankruptcy  Aet  of  July  1,  ISM.    It  was  bdd  hy 
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Judge  Shiras  in  re  McDonald,  (101  F.  R.,  339,)  and  again  1^  Judge 
Seaman  in  re  Dann,  (129  F.  R.,  495,)  that  a  bankrupt's  title  to  a 
priding  application  did  not  under  the  act  above  referred  to  pass  to 
the  trustee  in  banlmiptcj.  If  a  trustee  cannot  acquire  a  title  to  the 
applicatitHi  of  a  bankrupt,  it  is  not  seen  that  he  can  acquire  a  title  to 
a  license  to  make  and  use  the  article  described  in  such  application.  It 
must  be  held,  therefore,  that  the  petitioner  has  not  shown  such  title 
to  the  license  referred  to  as  will  entitle  him  to  be  permitted  to  inspect 
these  applications. 
TAs  petition  is  denied. 


Ex  PARTE  Gallt, 

AFPUCATIOM    FOB   PATENT. 

DecUed  Maivk  9,  1908. 
133  O.  G.,  991. 

1.  AB4In)0HUEHT    or     ArFLICATIOR^RESPONSITBRESS     Of     ACTION RRIITStBTIOIt 

OF  (Xaiub  Aftbb  Electioh. 
An  amendment  which  IB  othemlw  responsive  to  an  action  by  the  Office 
la  not  rendered  unresponsive  by  reason  of  the  fact  (hat  It  Includes  a  clalin 
to  an  Independoit  Inyoitloa,  claims  for  which  were  previously  canceled 
upon  requirem«it  for  dlvleton.  In  such  cases  the  Examiner  should  require 
the  cancelation  of  auch  claim  on  the  ground  that  it  covers  an  Invention 
different  from  that  originally  elected,  and  the  amoidment  should  otlierwlw 
receive  action  as  tboagh  such  claim  were  not  present 

2.  PsACTicB— AUBJtDUENT— Runanmna  Claius  to  ah   taBmman  Imtxd- 

TioH  ArrEB  Election. 
Where  an  applicant  cancels  claims  to  an  Independent  invention  upon 
requirement  for  division  and  just  within  the  year  allowed  by  law  for 
action  responds  to  a  rejection  by  amaidlng  the  r^ected  claims  and  adding 
a  series  of  new  claims,  one  of  which  is  drawn  to  the  independoit  iavention, 
the  amendment  should  be  entered  and  a  requirement  should  t>e  made  that 
tbe  r^Dserted  claim  be  canceled  on  the  ground  that  applicant  tvas  bound 
by  bis  original  election,  and  at  the  same  time  actltm  ahonld  be  given  on  tbe 
merits  of  tbe  claims  of  the  Invention  elected. 

On  Petition. 

PHimiATIO  AND  SELP-rLATINO  MUSICAL  APPAKATUB, 

Mr.  Robert  A.  Odlly  pro  se. 

MooBE,  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  seeking  the  reversal  of  the  decision  of  the  Pri- 
mary Examiner  holding  an  application  to  have  become  abandoned 
through  lack  of  proper  prosecution.    The  question  at  issue  relates  to 
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the  sulEcieiicy  of  the  unenclmeiit  filed  within  the  year  allowed  by  law 
fOT  action. 

The  application  relates  to  pneumatic  self-playing  musical  appa- 
ratus and  as  originally  filed  contained  claims  to  several  different 
inventions.  Division  was  required,  and  after  considerable  corre- 
spondence between  applicant  and  the  Examiner  the  requirement  of 
division  was  avoided  by  the  cancelation  of  claims  to  certain  of  the 
independent  inventions  and  by  the  amendment  of  other  claims.  The 
application  was  then  placed  in  interference,  after  the  termination  of 
which  the  prosecution  of  the  case  was  resumed.  On  January  20, 
190S,  some  of  the  claims  in  the  case  were  rejected  and  certain  in- 
quiries made.  Within  a  year  following  this  rejection  an  unresponsive 
letter  was  filed,  to  which  Uie  Examiner  replied,  calling  attention  to 
thi  &ct  that  such  action  was  not  responsive  and  would  not  operate  to 
save  the  case  from  abandonment  at  the  expiration  of  the  year  allowed 
for  action,  which  began  to  run  from  January  20,  1!>06. 

On  January  Id,  1907,  an  amendment  was  filed  amending  the  re- 
jected claims  and  adding  sixty-one  new  claims,  one  of  which  was 
directed  to  one  of  the  independent  inventions  the  claims  of  which 
had  been  previously  canceled  in  response  to  the  requirement  for  di- 
vision. The  Examiner  took  the  position  that  this  action  was  not  a 
proper  response  to  the  action  of  January  20,  1906,  refused  to  enter 
the  amendment,  and  held  the  application  to  have  become  abandoned. 
The  Examiner  regarded  the  action  as  unresponsive  because — 
u  r^ards  tlie  poBslbllltr  of  actloa  on  the  merlta  tbe  caae  etands  In  exactly  the 
nme  posltltKi  as  irtieo  It  waa  oHgtnsUj'  filed. 

Aside  from  the  reintroduction  of  the  claims  previously  canceled 
from  tiie  case  tbe  action  by  applicant  of  January  19,  1907,  appears 
to  be  a  responsive  action,  and  it  is  not  understood  that  the  Examiner 
has  held  otherwise.  Having  otherwise  made  a  responsive  action, 
does  the  attempt  to  reinsert  such  claims  to  a  different  invention  make 
the  action  as  a  whole  unresponsive  f  It  is  now  tiie  practice  where  an 
applicant  has  complied  with  a  requirement  for  division  and  subse- 
quently attempts  to  reinsert  the  claims  of  the  invention  eliminated 
frtHU  the  case  to  enter  the  amendment  and  require  tbe  cancelation  of 
sach  claims.  This  practice  is  founded  upon  the  decision  of  tbe 
Suprone  Court  in  the  case  of  Steinmetz  v.  AUcti,  (C.  D.,  1904,  703 ; 
109  O.  O.,  549,)  which  makes  the  question  of  independence  of  inven- 
tions a  question  of  merits  to  be  considered  on  appeal  by  the  Examin- 
ers-in-Chief  in  the  first  instance.  It  is  believed  that  such  practice 
should  be  followed  in  this  case. 

The  Examiner's  answer  to  this  petition  points  out  that  the  action 
of  January  19, 1907,  instead  of  advancing  the  prosecution  of  the  case 
placed  it  in  the  same  condition  that  it  was  when  filed.    £fo  reason  is 
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seen,  however,  why  an  fictjtm  of  tfais  kind  should  stop  the  forttMr 
prosecution  of  the  case.  Where  the  applicant  has  made  his  election 
uptm  requirement  for  division,  be  is  bound  ther^y.  FtM*  thie  reason 
where  claims  which  have  been  canceled  up<H)  requirranent  for  division 
are  reinserted  the  fact  that  they  relate  to  an  invention  different  from 
that  elected  is  a  sufficient  ground  for  refusing  their  allowance  in  such 
application.  At  the  same  time  the  claims  to  the  invention  elected 
may  be  treated  as  thou^  they  stood  alone — rejected  or  allowed,  as 
the  state  of  the  art  seems  to  warrant.  No  action  on  the  merits  of  the 
reinserted  claims,  however,  need  be  given.  In  this  way  all  questions 
as  to  the  merits  of  the  claims  elected  and  as  to  the  independence  of 
the  inventions  covered  by  the  original  and  reinserted  claims  may  be 
determined  by  the  Examiners-in-Chief  upon  one  appeal.  Such  a 
practice  will  bring  to  a  speedy  conclusion  all  those  cases  in  which  the 
decision  of  the  Primary  Examiner  upon  the  independence  of  the  in- 
ventions is  found  by  the  Kxaminers-in-Cbief  to  be  correct  and  will 
not  in  the  least  prolong  the  prosecuti(Hi  of  those  cases  in  which  the 
decision  of  Uie  Examiner  is  reversed.  In  the  latter  event  actioD  on 
the  merits  of  the  reinserted  claims  will  be  given  when  the  case  is  re- 
turned from  the  Examiners-in-Chief. 

The  circumstances  of  this  case  are  similar  to  those  of  ev  parte  SeoU, 
<C.  D.,  1902,  258;  100  O.  Cr.,  681,)  which  was  rendered  prior  to  the 
decision  of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of  Steintnetg 
V.  Allen,  rwfmi,  changing  the  practice  on  the  question  of  divisioB. 
The  practice  laid  down  in  the  case  of  ex  parte  Scott,  supra,  is  believed 
to  be  proper,  and  it  has  been  followed  in  this  case  except  in  so  far  u 
it  was  necessary  to  modify  it  to  meet  the  views  expressed  by  the 
Supreme  Court  in  the  decision  to  which  reference  is  above  made. 

The  petiiion  is  granted. 


FvOTXt  V.  BOHLFINO. 
PATENT  INTERFBEBHCB. 

DeoiOcd  MarcK  H,  1908. 

18S  O.  0„  992. 

L  iMTWEUifCE— Pbeuuhiabt  Stateuknt— Auehdueht  Atieb  Testiuoitt 
Taken. 
Where  a  party  In  preparing  a  preliminary  statement  recollects  faavlnK 
bad  a  convenatlon  In  wblch  the  Invention  In  issue  was  discussed  and  writes 
a  letter  addressed  to  the  party  with  whom  Hie  conversation  was  had  to 
find  oat  whether  the  Invention  was  disclosed  to  him  at  that  time,  but  gets 
no  reply,  and  does  Dotblng  further  with  respect  thereto,  and  It  does  not 
aiqwar  whether  the  letter  was  returned  or  whether  It  ev^  had  a  return 
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Gerd  on  It  or  tbat  apfiltcaot  ondeavored  to  And  out  throogh  nutual  frlcoda 
of  sticb  partr'B  wbereabontB,  Held  tbat  aucb  patty  was  oegligHit  and  that 
be  was  not  oitltled  to  amend  tits  prellmlnarr  statemrait  after  teetlmony 
was  taken  carrying  bis  date  of  dlsclosnre  back  to  the  date  of  ench  cooTerea- 
tton  on  tbe  plea  of  poTerty,  applicant  baring  foiled  to  take  the  stepa  wltbln 
his  means  to  secure  the  Information  aoagbt, 

2.  Same — Monon  to  Aubrd  Pieuuikabt  Stateiieht — Deiat  iir  Bumjiira, 

A  motion  to  am^d  a  preliminary  statemmt  sbonld  be  brought  promptly 
after  tbe  dlscorery  of  the  facts  on  which  the  motion  la  based,  and  delay  ta 
bringing  the  motion  la  a  sufficient  ground  tor  denying  It 

3.  Samb — Same — Based  oh  TEarntoiiT — DETiniTEHEss. 

Wbere  a  motion  to  amend  a  preliminary  statement  Is  based  npon  test!- 
moay  taken  In  the  case.  It  Is  Indefinite  If  It  falls  to  point  oat  tbe  parUcnlar 
parts  of  the  testimony  upon  which  reliance  Is  placed.  < 

4.  Same — pBEuuinAaT    STATEiisnT — AuERDiiEnr   to   Cabbt    Back    Date  or 

DlSCLOSTTRE. 

Since  tbe  rale  regarding  tbe  allegatltms  of  preliminary  atatoBMota  ra- 
qolree  a  apeclflc  statement  as  to  disclosure  as  well  as  to  conception  of  tbe 
Invention,  a  party  may  not  amend  his  statement  by  carrying  back  tbe  date 
alleged  for  disclosure  to  tbe  date  alleged  for  conception  on  the  theory  tbat 
disclosure  Is  merely  evidence  of  conceptlfMi, 

Apfeal  on  Motion. 

bailwat-tbvcz. 

Messrs.  Offield,  Towle.,  <&  Linthicum  and  Messrs.  Bacon  fl6  MUana 
for  Floyd. 
Messrs.  Sheridan  <&  WUkijis<m  for  Bohlfing. 

MooBB,  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Rohlfing  from  a  decision  of  the  Examiner  of 
Interferencflfi  denying  a  motion  by  appellant  to  amend  his  pre- 
liminary statement. 

Tbe  original  preliminary  statement  alleged  June  16,  1905,  as  the 
date  of  conceptitHi,  and  June  15, 1906,  as  the  date  of  disclosure  of  the 
invention  to  others.  The  proposed  preliminaiy  statement  carries 
bach  tbe  date  of  disclosure  to  June  15,  1906. 

The  moving  party,  Rohlfing,  is  the  senior  party.  During  the 
taking  of  his  testimony  one  of  the  witnesses,  one  Kirby  Whitman, 
testified  that  appellant  disclosed  the  invention  to  bim  more  than  a 
year  prior  to  the  date  of  disclosure  alleged  in  the  original  preliminary 
statement.  Thereupon  appellant  gave  notice  on  tbe  record  that 
tUber  before  or  at  final  hearing  he  would  bring  a  motion  to  unend 
his  preliminary  statement. 

The  reasons  for  failure  to  allege  the  earlier  date  in  the  original 
statement  appear  alone  from  the  testimony  taken  on  behalf  of  appd- 
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lant  in  the  interference  proceeding.    Appellant  states  in  his  teeti- 
mon;  that: 

I  remembered  of  having  epoken  about  tbe  idea  to  Mr.  Klrby  Wbltman  wliile 
In  AUiaoce,  and  wrote  to  bim  aebtng  whether  be  remembered  our  conyeraatlon 
at  tbe  time.  I  received  no  reply,  and  It  left  me  with  the  idea  that  probably  I 
had  not  Bald  anything  to  him  about  It,  although  I  distinctly  rem«aber  a  c<»- 
TerBatlon  with  Mr.  Whitman  about — 

the  invention  in  issue.     (Rohlfiog,  Q.  23.) 

Since  appellant  at  the  time  of  making  the  original  preliminary 
statement  remembered  having  had  a  conversation  with  witness  Whit- 
man with  respect  to  the  invention,  the  well-established  doctrine  of 
diligence  in  the  preparation  of  preliminary  statements  requires  that 
he  should  have  ascertained  from  >Vhitman  what  was  disclosed  to 
him,  and  before  his  failure  to  determine  this  matter  prior  to  the 
execution  of  the  original  statement  can  be  excused  a  very  satisfactory 
explanation  of  his  inability  to  communicate  with  the  witness  at  that 
time  must  be  given. 

The  only  excuse  offered  is  that  of  poverty.  It  is  urged  that  in 
sending  a  letter  to  the  witness  appellant  did  all  that  should  be  ex- 
pected of  him  under  the  circumstances  and  that  he  was  financially 
unable  to  make  a  trip  from  St.  Louis  to  Alliance,  where  the  witness 
lived,  to  secure  the  information  sought  On  this  point  it  appears 
from  the  testimony  that  appellant  was  not  in  good  financial  circum- 
stances at  the  time  his  statement  was  prepared  ^  but  it  is  believed 
that  he  did  not  take  the  steps  which  were  then  within  his  means. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  anything  whatever  was  done  except  to  send 
the  letter  to  Whitman  referred  to  in  the  above  answer,  no  response 
to  which  appears  to  have  been  received.  It  does  not  appear  that  the 
letter  was  returned  to  appellant  or  that  he  even  took  the  precaution 
to  place  his  return  card  upon  the  letter  to  insure  its  return  to  him  in 
case  of  non-delivery.  Appellant,  had  he  been  exercising  proper  dili- 
gence, could  have  sent  a  registered  letter,  by  means  of  which  he  would 
have  been  advised  whether  his  inquiry  had  reached  its  proper  destina- 
tion. Moreover,  it  appears  that  appellant  had  friends  in  the  city 
where  the  witness  resided,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  he  tried  to 
locate  the  witness  through  such  channels.  In  view  of  these  facts  the 
conduct  of  appellant  in  the  preparation  of  his  preliminary  statement 
indicates  carelessness  and  lack  of  diligence,  and  it  is  believed  that  the 
Examiner  of  Interferences  properly  refused  to  permit  him  to  change 
the  dates  alleged  therein. 

Moreover,  the  claim  of  poverty  has  not  been  satisfactorily  estab- 
lished. Some  one  is  furnishing  means  to  prosecute  this  interfer- 
ence at  this  time,  and  it  has  not  been  shown  that  the  parties  who  are 
interested  in  the  interference  now  were  not  interested  at  the  time  the 
(wiginal  statement  was  prepared.    Appellant  testifies  that  the  in- 
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rention  involved  in  the  issue  has  not  been  assigned  and  that  he  does 
not  know  vho  is  paying  the  expenses  of  the  proceedings.  When 
asked  if  any  agreement  with  respect  to  the  invention  had  been  made, 
he  stated  that  he  had  tried  to  come  to  an  agreement  with  the  chief 
mechanical  engineer  of  the  American  Foundry  Company,  with 
whom  he  took  the  matter  up  about  May  or  June,  1907.  The  original 
statement  was  not  executed  until  August  27,  1907,  about  three 
months  thereafter.  This  testimony  tends  to  indicate  that  the  parties 
who  are  now  interested  in  this  case  were  interested  at  that  time,  and 
hence  the  plea  of  poverty  is  not  borne  out  by  the  evidence  upon  which 
reliance  is  placed. 

It  is  to  be  noted  also  that  after  the  discovery  by  appellant  of  the 
HctB  on  which  the  motion  is  based  a  delay  of  practically  a  month 
occurred  before  the  motion  was  brought  It  is  generaUy  necessary 
to  proceed  with  the  utmost  diligence  when  it  is  desired  to  amend  a 
preliminary  statement,  and  no  reason  is  seen  for  relaxing  the  rule 
in  this  case,  for  had  the  motion  been  brought  promptly  it  might 
have  been  determined  before  the  taking  of  appellee's  rebuttal  testi- 
mony. The  failure  to  move  promptly  furnishes  an  additional  reason 
for  denying  the  motion. 

The  motion  was  not  accompanied  by  the  usual  verilied  showing, 
reliance  being  placed  entirely  upon  the  testimony  taken  in  the  case 
to  justify  the  admission  of  the  amendment  The  Examiner  of 
Interferences  stated  in  hia  decision  that  the  motiwi  was  indefinite, 
because  the  opposing  party  was  not  notified  of  the  grounds  on 
which  the  motion  was  based ;  but  he  waived  this  objection  and  con- 
sidered the  motion  on  its  merits  in  the  absence  of  any  authority 
whi<^  required  the  moving  party  in  such  case  to  point  out  the  par- 
ticular portions  of  the  testimony  he  intended  to  rely  upon.  It  is 
believed  that  the  Examiner's  objection  was  well  taken,  and  he  would 
have  been  justified  in  refusing  consideration  to  the  motion  in  its 
present  form. 

The  point  is  also  made  by  app^ant  that  inasmuch  as  the  original 
statement  alleged  June  16,  1905,  as  the  date  of  conception  appellee — 
liaa  not  been  taken  at  aaj  dlsadvanUge  in  tbe  matter  of  presenting  bis  testi- 
mony, for  tbe  reason  tbat  be  had  warning  from  tbe  start  tbat  Robiang  (appel- 
lant) Intended  to  prove  conception  on  June  15,  1905,  tbe  date  of  dlacloeure 
whtcb  be  now  desires  to  Insert  In  hie  preliminary  statement. 

It  is  further  said  that  disclosure  to  others  is  not  a  part  of  the 
inventive  act,  but  only  evidence  of  conception.  As  to  the  latter 
point,  all  that  need  be  said  is,  whether  disclosure  is  a  question  of 
evidence  or  not,  the  rule  requires  a  specific  statement  on  this  point, 
and  it  is  believed  that  parties  should  be  held  as  strictly  to  their 
original  statements  upon  this  matter  as  upon  any  other.  As  to  the 
aoOSO— H.  Doc  1849, 60-2 7 


86  DECISIONS   OF  THE  COUHIS8IONEE  OF  FATEHIS. 

first  point,  it  ma;  be  that  appellee  took  his  testimony  on  the  theory 
that  conception  could  not  well  be  shown  prior  to  any  disclosure.  In 
such  case  a  change  in  the  date  of  such  disclosure  might  very  mate- 
rially affect  the  attitude  with  respect  to  the  character  of  the  proofs 
to  be  adduced. 
The  decision  of  the  Exagniner  of  Interferences  u  aff.rmed. 


PATENT  INTERFERENCE. 

Decided  February  25,  1908. 
133  O.  G..  993. 

InTESTRBER  CI — TEBTI  M  ON  T S  UBBEBl'TTAL. 

The  Juolor  party  took  testiiiioii;  as  to  priority,  but  dtd  not  Rttack  tho 
oi)eratlvene88  of  the  senior  pnrty's  devk*.  The  eeulor  party  took  the  te«- 
tlmony  of  two  witnetwea  to  show  thnt  the  device  ehowQ  In  Figure  3  of  his 
appticatlou  was  0[>erHtlve,  ami  i.-prtaln  exhibits  were  Introduced,  which  cme 
of  the  witnesses  teatlfled  were  tested  by  blni.  In  rebuttal  the  Junior  party 
offered  expert  testimony  to  show  certain  structural  differences  between 
the  exhibits  and  tbe  Invention  disclosed  In  the  senior  party's  application. 
Held  that  such  testimony  afforded  no  ground  for  allowiuK  the  senior  paitf 
to  take  surrebuttHl  testimony. 

Afpeal  on  Motion. 

hosc-covpuho. 

Messrs,  Arthur  C.  Frmer  &  Co,  for  Edward  E.  Gold. 
Messers.  Raymond  <&  Burnett  for  Egbert  H.  Gold. 

BiLLiNos,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appenl  by  E.  H.  Gold,  the  senior  party,  from  the  decision 
of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  denying  the  motion  for  leave  to  take 
surrebuttal  testimony.  It  appears  from  the  record  of  the  ease  that 
during  the  ex  parte  prosecution  of  E,  H,  Gold's  application  claims 
corresponding  to  the  counts  in  issue  were  rejected  upon  the  ground 
that  the  drawings  did  not  show  an  arrangement  which  would  opera- 
tively  effect  the  functions  of  the  claims.  Upon  Appeal  lo  the  E,\am- 
iners-in-Chief,  however,  this  holding  of  the  Examiner  was  overruled 
and  the  claims  were  allowed. 

After  the  declaration  of  the  interference  E.  E.  Gold,  the  junior 
party,  moved  to  dissolve  the  interference  upon  the  gronnd,  hUer  alia, 
that  E.  H,  Gold  hnd  no  right  to  make  (he  claims.  This  ground  of 
the  motion  was  pi'celicated  upon  the  questions  which  had  been  con- 
sidered by  the  Examiners-in-Chief  on  ex  parte  appeal  and  was  denied 
by  the  Examiner  in  view  of  their  deci-sion.  c .  .,.,^\,. 
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It  appears  that  Uib  prima  facie  testimony  taken  on  the  part  of  E.  E. 
Gold,  the  junior  party,  related  to  the  question  of  priority  only  and 
did  not  attack  the  operativeness  of  the  senior  party's  disclosures  or 
his  right  to  make  the  claims  in  issue.  The  senior  party,  however, 
apparently  anticipating  that  an  attack  on  the  operativeness  of  his 
device  might  be  made  at  the  final  hearing,  took  the  testimony  of  two 
witnesses,  Jennings  and  Eoth,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the 
device  disclosed  in  Fig.  3  of  his  application  and  involved  in  this  inter- 
ference was  operative.  Certain  exhibits  were  introduced,  and  Jen- 
nings testifies  that  the  exhibit  devices  were  successfully  tested  by  him. 
He  also  made  a  sketch  in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the 
conditions  under  which  the  tests  were  made. 

In  rebuttal  E.  E.  Gold  offered  the  expert  testimony  of  one  Free- 
man, purporting  to  show  certain  structural  differences  between  the 
exhibits  introduced  in  Jennings's  testimony  and  the  invention  dis- 
closed in  E.  H.  Gold's  application;  also,  that  these  exhibit  devices 
were  tested  under  conditions  which  did  not  ordinarily  obtain  in  prac- 
tice. Certain  mathematical  deductions  were  also  introduced  to  show 
that  the  practical  operativeness  of  the  device  was  impossible. 

It  was  contended  in  behalf  of  E.  H.  Gold  that  Freeman's  testimony 
is  in  the  nature  of  new  matter  in  avoidance  but  not  in  denial  of  the 
testimony  of  Jennings  and  Roth  and  that  opportunity  should  be 
given  to  him  to  present  evidence  controverting  the  statement  of  this 
witness.    This  contention  is  not  well  founded. 

By  his  introduction  of  testimony  relative  to  the  operativeness  of 
the  device  E.  H.  Gold,  in  effect,  challenged  the  production  of  testi- 
mony to  the  contrary  upon  the  part  of  his  adversary.  The  testimony 
of  Freeman,  it  is  believed,  is  strictly  rebuttal  testimony,  and  there  is 
no  showing  of  reasons  why  this  testimony  is  in  the  nature  of  a  sur- 
prise or  that  it  is  new  evidence.  Inasmuch  as  E.  H.  Gold  recognized 
that  the  operativeness  of  his  device  would  be  likely  to  be  attacked 
and  offered  testimony  to  show  that  his  device  was  operative,  it  would 
seem  that  reasonable  prudence  should  have  induced  him  to  present 
all  the  testimony  necessary  to  establish  the  successful  operativeness 
of  the  device  at  that  time.  Eshibits  were  presented  in  support  of 
this  position,  and  it  was  the  duty  of  E.  H.  Gold  to  anticipate  and 
guard  against  all  ordinary  attacks  upon  the  same.  No  reason  there- 
fore appears  for  granting  him  leave  to  take  surrebuttal  testimony  in 
this  case. 

The  decision  of  tKe  ExanUner  of  Interferences  is  affirmed. 


,,  Google 
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G.  W.  Cole  Co.  v.  Marshall  Oil  Co. 

OPPOSITION. 

Bedded  Pehrtiarv  £9, 1908. 
183  O.  G„  994. 

1.  Trade- MABKS—OpposrnoN — Rgsbublahce  of  Masks. 

Applicant's  mark  consists  of  tbe  repreeentatlon  of  two  hands  nbove  tli« 
flgnre  "S"  and  the  words  "To  One"  associated  therewith.  The  mark  o( 
the  opposer  consists  of  tbe  numeral  "1"  with  the  numeral  "3"  and  the 
word  "  In  "  contained  witbin  the  numeral  **  1 "  and  the  words  "  Three  In 
One  "  aEBOciated  tberewith.  Beld  that  these  marks  do  not  so  resemble  each 
other  that  parchasers  would  be  likely  to  be  deceived  tAereby. 

2,  Same— Saub — ^Actoai.  Cowpusion. 

Where  the  marks  of  the  oppoa«r  and  the  applicant  do  not  so  nearly 
resemble  each  other  that  ft  Is  apparent  that  confusloQ  In  trnde  would  be 
likely  to  arise  from  tbelr  use,  registration  of  applicant's  mark  will  not  b« 
refused  In  the  absence  ot  proof  that  confusion  has  taken  place. 

Appeal  from  Examiner  of  Interferences. 

TKADE-UABK   rol   001)411. 

Afessru.  Steuart  <k  Steitart  for  G.  W.  Cole  Company. 
Mr.  Fred  Gerlach,  for  Marshall  Oil  Company. 

BiLLiNca,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  G.  W.  Cole  Company  from  a  decision  of 
the  Examiner  of  Interferences  disnussing  its  opposition  to  the  regis- 
tration by  the  Marshall  Oil  Company  of  a  trade-mark  for  oil  consist- 
ing of  the  representation  of  two  hands  above  a  figure  "5"  and  the 
words  "  To  One  "  associated  therewith. 

The  opposition  is  based  an  the  ground  that  this  mark  so  nearly 
resembles  a  mark  owned  and  used  by  the  opposer  and  applied  to  the 
same  class  of  goods  that  the  use  of  the  two  marks  would  cause  confu- 
sion in  trade  and  deceive  purchasers. 

The  mark  uped  by  tlie  opposer,  as  appears  from  the  testimony  and 
from  certain  certificates  of  registration,  consists  of  the  numeral  "  I " 
having  the  numeral  "  3  "  and  the  word  "  In "  contained  within  the 
numeral  "  1 "  and  the  words  "  Three  in  One  "  associated  therewith. 

The  testimony  shows  that  the  G.  W.  Cole  Company,  the  opposer, 
has  used  its  mark  since  1894  and  that  the  Marshall  Oil  Company,  the 
applicant,  has  used  its  mark  since  1904, 

The  only  question  to  be  considered,  therefore,  is  whether  there  ia 
such  a  resemblance  between  the  marks  that  purchasers  are  likely  to 
be  deceived,  ^ce  if  there  is,  registration  mu£i  be  refused  in  view  of 
theopposer's  prior  use.  ,i|^. 


DECISIONS  OF  THE  COlfMISSIONEB  OF  PATENTS.  89 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  held  that  the  marks  did  not  so 
resemble  each  other  in  appearance,  sound,  or  significance  and  pointed 
out  that  there  was  no  testimony  that  actual  confusion  had  taken 
place. 

It  is  evident  from  an  inspection  of  the  marks  that  they  do  not  so 
nearly  resemble  each  other  in  appearance  that  confusion  would  be 
likely  to  arise  from  their  use.  It  is  argued  by  the  opposer  that  he  is 
entitled  to  use  his  mark  in  the  form  of  the  numeral  "  3 "  with  the 
"  In  "  and  the  numeral  "  1 "  placed  in  the  lower  curve  of  the  "  3,"  in 
whidi  case  the  resemblance  between  the  marks  would  be  quite  close. 
Id  both  of  the  certificates  of  registration  of  the  opposer,  however,  it  is 
stated  that  the  numeral  "  3  "  is  placed  within  the  numeral  "  I,"  and 
there  is  no  proof  that  it  was  ever  used  in  any  other  manner. 

There  is  a  greater  similarity  in  the  sound  of  the  spoken  words 
"  Three  in  One  "  and  "  Five  to  One  "  than  there  is  in  the  appearance 
of  the  marks;  but  even  here  it  is  not  believed  that  the  similarity  is 
such  as  to  justify  a  refusal  to  register  the  applicant's  mark  in  the 
absence  of  proof  of  actual  confusion  in  trade.  It  is  well  settled  that 
in  cases  where  the  marks  are  so  alike  that  it  is  evident  confusion  is 
likely  to  arise  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  opposer  to  prove  actual  con- 
fusion in  order  to  prevent  the  applicant's  registration.  This,  how- 
ever, is  not  such  a  case.  As  pointed  out  above,  there  is  a  decided  dif- 
ference in  the  appearance  of  the  marks,  and  while  the  difference 
between  the  sounds  of  the  spoken  words  is  less  it  is  neverthel^  a  sub- 
stantial one. 

If  confusion  had  arisen,  it  would  apparently  not  have  been  very 
difficult  to  establish  that  fact.  The  record  shows  that  the  opposer's 
attention  was  called  to  applicant's  use  of  the  mark  very  soon  after 
such  use  commenced ;  but  the  president  of  the  G.  W.  Cole  Company, 
the  opposer,  admits  that  he  did  not  know  of  a  single  instance  in  which 
the  oil  of  the  Marshall  Oil  Company  had  been  substituted  for  that  of 
the  opposer. 

Furthermore,  it  appears  from  the  record  that  on  February  28, 1905, 
the  attorneys  for  the  Q.  W.  Cole  Company  notified  the  Marshall  Oil 
Company  that  the  mark  was  considered  to  be  an  infringement  of  the 
"  Three  in  One  "  mark  and  threatened  to  bring  suit  if  such  infringing 
use  was  not  discontinued.  It  appears  from  the  testimony  on  behalf 
of  the  Marshall  Oil  Company  that  no  such  suit  was  ever  brought. 

The  decision  of  ike  Examijier  of  InterfereTices  dismissing  the  oppo- 
sUion  and  holding  that  applicant  ts  entitled  to  register  its  mark  is 
affirmed. 
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Gbauah  Paper  Co.  v.  National  Blank  Book  Co. 

tba de-mark  interference. 

Decided  February  S,  1908. 

133  O.  Q..  1187. 

TBA  de-Ma  BKS^IlTTEBFEBENCE MOTION   TO    DISSOLVE TBAIfSMIBSIOH    REnTBED. 

The  guestluD  of  tbe  right  of  aa  appllcaut  for  resixtratlou  of  a  tradv-iuark 
to  demand  aa  toterfereuce  with  another  party  because  of  his  failure  for 
more  than  two  years  to  file  a  notice  of  opposltlou  to  the  registration  of  tbe 
mark  of  sucb  luirty  is  a  queRtlon  for  the  detenulnatlou  of  the  EJxaniiner  of 
Interferences  at  final  hearing  after  opiiortunlty  has  been  bad  for  t&« 
presentation  of  testimony  and  Is  not  a  proper  question  for  traDanilnlou  to 
the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks  on  a  motion  to  dlsaoWb 

Appeal  on  Motion. 


Messrs.  Dyrenforth,  Lee,  Gkritton  <&  Wiha  for  GrahBm  Paper  Co. 
Mr.  Nathan  P.  Aveiy  and  Mr.  Walter  />.  Groesbeck  for  National 
Blank  Book  Co. 

BtLLiNOS,  Assistant  Comnmsioner  : 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  National  Blank  Book  Compony  from  a 
decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  refusing  to  transmit  to 
the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks  in  part  a  motion  for  dissolution  filed 
by  said  National  Blank  Book  Co.  The  I'ecord  shows  that  the  Exam- 
iner of  Interferences  transmitted  the  motion  as  to  the  ground  of  non- 
interference in  fact,  but  refused  to  transmit  the  same  in  so  far  as  it 
related  to  the  allegation  of  such  laches  on  the  part  of  the  Graham 
Paper  Co.  as  to  establish  an  abandonment  of  his  right  to  demand  an 
interference  because  of  ifc^  failure  for  more  than  two  years  to  file  a 
notice  of  opposition  to  the  registration  of  the  moving  party.  The 
question  raised  by  the  second  ground  of  the  motion  which  was  refused 
transmission  clcariy  relates  to  the  right  to  registration  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  at  the  final  hearing  of  the 
case  after  opportunity  has  been  had  for  the  presentatimi  of  the  testi- 
mony, and  it  is  not  a  matter  which  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Matte 
has  jurisdiction  to  decide. 

T/ie  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  is  a^rmed, 

Hawkins  v.  Coleman  v.  Thitlleh. 

PATENT  interference. 

Decided  Marcli  21.  1908. 

133  O.  a.,  1187. 

InTEBFEBERce — MonoK  to  Dissoi-ve — Favobablb  DECiaioit  Jiov-ArrstihAKLX. 
A  party  to  an  Interference  bas  no  rigbt  to  a  review  by  the  Comoiiselontf 
of  a  taTorable  decision  by  the  Primary  Examiner  on  a  motion  to  dissolve 
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■lleglnK  non-pa  ten  tab  lilt;  of  the  Issue  either  on  direct  appeal  or  upon 
petition  for  the  exercise  of  his  BaperylBor;  authority.  While  section  4904, 
Revised  Statutes,  gives  the  GommlsBioner  the  right  to  detemiine  when  an 
Interference  exists,  this  authority  le  delegable,  and  when  it  Is  delegated  to 
the  Primary  Kxamlner  aud  he  mabea  a  favorable  decision  thereon  such 
declaloa  wlU  be  reviewed  only  in  an  extraordinary  case. 

On  Pbtition. 

UjOCK-araitAL  BTsTBU. 

Mt.  Albert  G.  Davis  for  Hawkins.  {Mr.  Arthur  A.  Buck  of 
counsel.) 

Mr.  Henry  D.  WiUiania  for  Coleman. 

Mr.  George  E.  Cruse  and  Messrs.  BakeweU,  Byrnes  da  Parmelee 
fOT  ThiUlen. 

Moore,  Commissioner: 

Hawkins  has  filed  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Primary  Ex- 
aminer refusing  to  grant  his  motion  for  dissolution  of  the  inter- 
ference, also  a  petition  that  the  Cconmissioner  take  jurisdiction  of  the 
interference  aud  dissolve  it  under  the  exercise  of  his  supervisory 
authority. 

The  reason  of  appeal  given  by  Hawkins  is — 

That  there  is  no  cojumoa  patentable  subject-matter  between  the  application 
of  Hawblns  on  the  one  band  and  the  applications  of  Coleuian  and  Tbullen  on 
the  other. 

Hawkins  admits  that  under  Rule  124  there  is  no  appeal  from  the 
decision  of  the  Primary  Examiner  holding  that  there  is  common 
patentable  subject-matter  between  the  said  applications;  but  he  con- 
tends that  he  has  a  right  to  the  personal  opinion  of  the  Commissioner 
upon  the  matter,  under  the  provision  of  section  4904  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  which  reads ; 

Wbenever  an  application  Is  made  tor  a  patent  which,  In  the  opinion  of  the 
Commiasloner,  would  interfere  with  any  pending  ai>|i]  lest  ion.  or  with  uny  un- 
expired patent,  he  shall  give  notice  thereof  to  the  npiillcuntH,  or  applicant  and 
patentee,  as  the  case  may  be,  and  sball  direct  the  I'riuiury  Bsaiuiiier  to  pro- 
ceed to  determine  the  question  of  priority  of  Invention. 

A  sufficient  answer  to  this  contention  is  found  in  the  following 
excerpt  from  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  in  the  case  of  Allen  v.  United  States,  ex  rel.  Lowry,  (C.  D., 
1905,  643;  116  O-  G.,  2253,)  affirmed  by  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court  in  United  States,  ex  rel.  Lowry,  v.  AUen,  (C.  D.,  1906,  705 ;  123 
O.  a,  2365:) 

We  cannot  emphasise  too  strongly  that,  in  our  opinion,  the  statutes  relating 
to  Interferences  only  provide  that  they  sbnll  be  iiistltnted  for  the  sole  purpose 
of  detennlnlDg  priority  of  Invention,  and  that  It  logically  follows  that  Bp|>eals 
In  such  proceedlngR,  so  far  as  the  statutes  go,  only  provldp  for  appeals  from 
the  declelous  of  priority.    The  Commissioner  of  Palenta,  under  the  authority 
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glTea  to  regulate  tbe  proceedlDgB  In  the  Patent  Offlce,  Is  clothed  wltb  pow«r 
to  regulBte  all  Interlocutory  proceedlngB  In  Interference  cases  b;  rules  not 
Inconalsteat  wltb  law.  If  be  deema  it  wlae  to  provide,  after  tbe  Interference 
ban  once  been  declared,  for  remanding  tbe  Interference  to  tbe  Primarj  Eix- 
anitner  for  tbe  purpose  of  an  interlocutor;  bearing  and  determination  of  • 
motion  to  dissolve  It  for  any  reason  wblch  he  considers  may  be  In  the  Interest 
of  the  public  or  the  parties,  we  take  It  that  be  has  full  power  to  do  so,  and  tlutt 
be  may  also  provide  that  sucb  motions  may  or  may  not  In  some  or  all  reeikects 
be  reviewed  by  tbe  appellate  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Offlce  and  In  so  doing  he 
Is  not  thereby  depriving  any  party  of  any  statutory  rlgbt  to  have  all  questions 
pasHod  upon  at  final  hearing,  and  on  appeals  tberefrom,  which  are  necessary 
for  II  correct  determination  of  tbe  question  of  priority,  wblch  Is  tbe  sole  ques- 
tion for  which  Interferences  are  declared. 

The  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  also  said  in  the 
recent  case  of  United  States,  ex  rel.  The  Newcomb  Motor  Compant/y 
V.  Moore,  {post,  332;  133  O.  G.,  1683;  Washington  Law  Reporter, 
vol.  36,  No.  10,  p.  160:) 

It  Is  further  contended  that  because  section  4904,  Revised  Statutes,  provides 
that  whenever  "  in  tbe  opinion  of  the  Commissioner "  an  Interference  exists, 
notice  shall  be  given  tbe  parties,  etc.,  a  non-delegabte  duty  la  Imposed  upon  tbe 
Commissioner.  This  question  was  considered  In  Alleft  v.  Lowry,  tupra,  snd  It 
was  there  held  that  tbe  Commissioner  "  for  any  reason  which  he  considers 
may  be  In  the  lut^^st  of  tbe  public  or  the  psrtles  "  may  delegate  to  the  Primary 
Examiner  tbe  duty  of  determining  primarily  whether  an  Interference  in  fact 
exists,  and  that  "  In  so  doing,  be  is  not  thereby  depriving  any  party  of  any 
statutory  right  to  have  all  questions  passed  upon  a  final  bearing,  and  on  appeals 
tberefrom,  which  are  necessary  for  a  correct  determination  of  the  question  of 
priority,  which  Is  the  sole  question  for  wblch  interferences  are  declared." 

To  adopt  tbe  view  of  the  appellee  would  reverse  a  practice  wblch  has  pre- 
vailed in  the  Patent  Offlce  since  the  statute  was  enacted  In  1870,  and  would  In 
effect  render  the  statute  nugatory  sluce  It  would  be  a  physical  Imposaibiilty  for 
tbe  Commissioner  personalty  to  pass  upon  all  these  prellmloary  questions.  Be 
was  given  assistants  for  that  purpose. 

In  view  of  Rule  124  and  of  the  above  decisions  interpreting  sec- 
tion 4904,  Revised  Statutes,  it  clearly  follows  that  Hawkins  is  not 
entitled  as  a  matter  of  right  to  the  appeal  prayed  for. 

Hawkins  petitions  that  in  case  it  is  held  an  appeal  will  not  lie 
that  the  matter  be  considered  under  the  supervisory  authority  of  t^e 
Commissioner. 

Hawkins  contends  that  there  is  no  interference  in  fact,  that  the 
counts  are  unpatentable,  and  that  Thullen's  device  is  inoperative, 
and  that  he  therefore  cannot  make  the  claims  of  the  issue. 

The  Primary  Examiner  held  counts  1  to  10  unpatentable  to  Tbul- 
len;  but  his  decision  was  reversed  .on  appeal  to  the  Examiners-in- 
Chief,  who  held  thai  the  question  of  the  operativeness  of  Thullen's 
device  could  be  better  determined  at  final  hearing  after  the  taking 
of  testimony. 

It  is  well  settled  that  the  supervisory  authority  of  the  Commis- 
sioner will  be  exercised  only  in  case  of  manifest  error.  {Sobey  v. 
Holaclaw,  C.  D.,  1905,  523;  119  O.  G.,  1922;  Locke  v.  Crebbin,  C.  D., 
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1906,  298;  124  O.  G.,  317;  Daggett  v.  Saufmann,  C.  D.,  1907,  121; 
127  O.  G.,  3641 ;  JDiteon  and  Marsh  v.  Graves  and  Whitiemore,  C.  D., 

1907,  311;  130  O.  G.,  2374;  Hess  v.  Joerissen  v.  Felbel,  C.  D.,  1907, 
369;13lO.  G.,  1419.) 

In  the  present  case  I  find  no  such  extraordinary  circumstances  or 
manifest  error  as  will  warrant  the  exercise  of  supervisory  authority. 
The  appeal  is  dismissed  and  the  petition  denied. 


'E.X  FABTE  SaMSTAG. 
APPLICATION  FOB  PATENT. 

Decided  March  IS,  1908. 
133  O.  Q.,  11S8. 

1.  Rejection— ExPLA RATION  OT  Eeperences. 

The  Btatement  by  the  Esamloer  tbat  tbe  flrat  three  claims  were  dearl; 
met  In  either  one  of  three  references  cited  and  that  the  last  three  claims 
were  met  In  the  same  In  view  of  either  of  the  last  two  references  cited 
Held  In  view  ot  the  character  of  the  invention  to  he  a  sufficient  tram- 
pllance  with  applicant's  request  for  a  speclflc  application  of  the  references. 

2.  Savx— RnMNHmiaAiTOH. 

After  tbe  Bxamlner  baa  properly  applied  tbe  references  the  applicant  is 
not  oitltled  to  further  reconsideration  unless  he  points  out  wb]*  th« 
references  did  not  meet  the  claims. 

On  Petition. 

double  top  fob  oaues. 

Mr.  Joseph  L.  Levy  for  the  applicant. 

BiixiNOS,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  that  the  Examiner  "be  advised  that  the  claims 
be  separately  considered  and  acted  upon  in  accordance  with  Rules 
65,  66,  and  67." 

It  appears  that  in  the  first  Office  action  on  November  1,  1907, 
certain  formal  objections  were  noted  and  the  claims  were  rejected 
on  five  references.  On  December  5,  1907,  an  amendment  was  filed 
making  the  formal  corrections  and  requesting  that  the  Examiner 
apply  the  references  to  the  claims,  but  no  attempt  was  made  to  show 
why  the  references  did  not  meet  the  claims.  The  Examiner  replied 
to  this  amendment  on  January  15,  1908,  and  applied  the  i-eferences 
as  follows: 

-The  flr»t  three  claims  are  clearly  and  obviously  met  In  either  one  of  the 
dnt  three  referwces;  the  last  three  claims  are  clearly  met  In  the  same  In  view 
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of  either  one  of  the  last  two  references,  both  of  which  show  conea  biiTliiK  beads 
and  elastic  buffers  secured  In  a  maiiDer  e^Qlvaleot  to  applicant's,  ttiat  la,  by 
tDterlocking  flanges  and  grooves — 

and  again  rejected  the  claims.  He  also  cited  four  more  references, 
and  with  respect  thereto  made  the  following  statement: 

Ad7  one  of  tbe  flrst  three  of  these  meets  claim  1.  There  la  no  Invention  in 
the  waBbera  of  claims  2  nad  3,  but  the;  are  abown  In  substantlallr  the  same 
relation  in  Figure  2  of  Uendrlcb,  wbich  witb  either  of  tbe  others  meels  tliese 
claims. 

The  applicant  responded  to  this  letter  on  January  37,  1908,  and 
again  made  no  attempt  to  show  why  the  references  did  not  meet  the 
claims,  but  insisted  that  the  Examiner  consider  each  claim  separately, 
apply  the  references  separately,  and  state  the  pertinency  of  the  ref- 
erences fully. 

The  Examiner  replied  to  this  letter  on  February  4,  1908,  stating 
that  in  view  of  the  character  of  the  invention  and  the  references  his 
statement  that  the  claims  were  obviously  met  in  the  references  was 
a  sufficient  application  of  them,  and  again  rejected  the  claims.  It 
is  from  tliis  action  that  the  present  petition  is  taken. 

In  view  of  the  character  of  the  invention  and  the  references  the 
action  of  the  Examiner  of  January  15,  1908,  was  a  sufficient  com- 
pliance with  applicant's  requetjt  for  a  specific  application  of  the 
references.  Thereafter  it  was  incumbent  upon  the  applicant  to  point 
out,  as  required  by  Rule  69,  why  the  references  did  not  meet  the 
claims  in  order  to  be  entitled  to  further  reconsideration.  As  he  made 
no  effort  to  do  this,  the  Examiner's  action  was  clearly  sufficient. 

2'he  petition  is  deided. 


Herhbdorf  m.  DitioGS  V.  Schneider. 

PATENT   INTEBFEBEKCE. 

Decided  March  IS,  1908. 

133  O.  a,  ]189. 

Irtbbfbrbnoe — UonoH  to  Dissolve^Pabtv's  Riort  to  Quumoti  His  Own 
RiOHT  TO  Makh:  Claius. 
Where  un  applicucit  udopti-d  claims  snggested  under  Rule  96  from  anothei 
application,  a  motion  to  dissolve  tiled  by  him  alleging  that  be  bas  no  right 
to  malce  such  claims  Is  iiroiier.  and  the  same  should  be  transmitted  to  the 
Primary  E^samlner.  (iliUer  v.  Perham,  C.  D.,  1906.  LIT;  121  O.  G..  2667. 
and  Martin  v.  Mullia,  C.  D.,  1907.  119;  127  O.  G.,  3210,  modlded:  doctrine 
of  Bifhelberger  and  Hibnfr  v.  Dillon,  C.  D.,  1907,  230;  129  O.  G.,  3161, 
extended.) 
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Appeal  on  Motion. 

BABBEL  BBOOlL-tJOH. 

Messrs.  Enighi  Bros,  for  Hermsdorf. 

Messrs.  Wilkinson  c6  Fisher  for  Driggg. 

Messrs.  Mauro,  Cameron,  Lewis  <&  Massie  for  Schneider. 

Belunos,  Assistant  Cormnissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  b;  Hermsdorf  from  a  decision  of  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences  refusing  to  transmit  his  motion  for  diasolution  so 
far  as  the  same  relates  to  the  denial  of  his  own  right  to  make  the 
claims  in  issue. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  refused  to  transmit  the  motion  on 
the  authority  of  the  decisions  in  the  cases  of  Miller  v.  Perham,  (C.  D., 
1906,  157;  121  O.  G.,  2667,)  Martin  v.  MulUn,  (C.  D.,  1907,  119; 
127  O.  G.,  3216,)  and  Eickelberger  and  Bibner  v.  DiUon,  (C.  D.,  1907, 
230;  129  O.  G.,  3161.) 

The  record  shows  that  claims  in  issue  were  suggested  to  Hermsdorf 
from  the  application  of  Drijgs  under  the  provisicms  of  Rule  96. 
Hermsdorf  filed  an  amendment  incorporating  these  claims  in  his 
application,  and  an  interference  was  thereupon  declared.  After  the 
approval  of  the  preliminary  statements  Hermsdorf  moved  for  the 
dissolution  of  the  interference  upon  the  ground  that  he  had  no  right 
to  make  the  claims  of  the  issue,  alleging  that  they  are  not  capable 
of  the  same  meaning  when  read  upon  his  application  as  when  con- 
strued in  the  light  of  the  specification  of  Drigg'^  application,  in 
which  they  were  originally  presented. 

In  tlie  decision  of  Miller  v.  Perham,  supra,  Cofhmissioner  Allen 
held  that  where  claims  were  suggested  to  an  applicant  under  the  pro- 
visions of  Kule  96  and  he  accepted  such  claims  and  included  them  in 
his  application  he  laid  claim  to  the  invention  which  they  defined, 
and  if  he  wished  to  withdraw  the  claim  to  the  possession  of  such 
invention  he  should  do  so  by  conceding  priority  or  abandoning  said 
invention.  It  was  also  pointed  out  that  if  he  did  not  regard  the  in- 
vention as  his  own  he  need  take  no  action  whatever  in  the  interfer- 
ence and  permit  judgment  by  default  against  him. 

In  the  case  of  Martin  v.  Mullin,  supra,  it  was  urged  that  the  con- 
cession of  priority  suggested  in  the  earlier  decision  of  Miller  v.  Per- 
ham threw  a  cloud  upon  the  rights  of  the  party  making  such  conces- 
sion. It  was  pointed  out  in  the  decision  in  that  case  that  the  conces- 
sion of  priority  did  not  necessarily  result  in  acquiescence  in  the 
finding  of  identity  of  invention,  which  is  assumed  as  the  basis  of  the 
declaration  of  interference.    Tlie  Commissioner  said: 

The  facta  att^idlDc  tbe  adoption  of  claims  by  partieB  upon  suggeatlon  under 
Bale  96  and  Uie  practice  la  the  Pateot  OfQce  aubaequeDt  to  tbe  adoption  of  tbe 
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suggested  clalniB  In  the  matter  of  tbe  adopter's  rlgbt  to  make  the  nme  being 
preBeuted  to  the  court,  It  Is  not  to  be  presumed  that  the  court  will  render  an 
improper  decision  because  of  a  concession  of  priority.  Moreover,  the  place  to 
guard  against  decisions  by  the  courts  whicli  are  not  warranted  bj  the  tacts  and 
clrcumetaaces  would  seem  to  be  la  the  courts.  The  possibility  that  snch  a 
decision  might  by  InadTertance  be  rendered  atTords  no  reason  for  condacting 
proceedings  In  the  Patent  Office  merely  to  detennine  the  right  of  the  party  to 
assert  claims  to  a  pat^it  when  no  one  but  tiltn  denies  that  he  has  that  right. 

The  conclusion  in  the  case  ab6ve  referred  to  is  believed  to  be  cor- 
rect in  respect  to  cases  in  which  claims  of  a  patent  are  adopted  b;  an 
applicant,  since  in  such  cases  the  applicant  has  an  opportunity  to 
inspect  the  patented  file  and  obtain  knowledge  of  the  character  of  the 
invention  disclosed  therein  as  well  as  the  scope  of  the  claims  relating 
to  the  same. 

Where  claims  are  suggested  to  an  applicant  from  another  applica- 
tion for  patent,  the  same  conditions  do  not  obtain.  Applications  for 
patents  are  maintained  in  secrecy  in  the  Office,  and  an  applicant  to 
whom  claims  are  suggested  has  no  knowledge  of  the  invention  upon 
which  they  are  predicated  other  than  that  which  is  contained  in  the 
terms  of  the  suggested  claims  themselves. 

Kule  96,  which  provides  for  the  suggestion  of  claims  for  the  purpose 
of  interference,  also  requires  that  the  parties  to  whom  the  claims  are 
suggested  shall — 

*  ■  *  make  such  claims  and  put  the  applications  In  condition  for  allow- 
ance within  a  speclQed  time  In  order  that  an  interference  may  be  declared. 
Upon  the  failure  of  any  applicant  to  make  the  claim  suggested  within  the  time 
speclSed,  such  failure  or  refusal  shall  be  taken  without  further  action  as  a 
disclaimer  of  the  Invention  covered  by  the  claim.    •    •    • 

Inasmuch  as  the  applicant  to  whom  the  claims  are  suggested  has 
had  no  opportunity  to  inspect  his  opponent's  application  and  is  there- 
fore without  knowledge  of  the  character  of  the  invention  disclosed 
therein,  and  since  by  failure  to  make  these  claims  a  disclaimer  of  any 
invention  which  may  be  covered  by  the  terms  of  the  claim  is  entered 
against  him,  it  is  obvious  that  such  an  applicant  will  be  placed  in  a 
position  requiring  him  either  to  make  claims  which  he  may  think  are 
not  readable  upon  his  own  structure  or  to  disclaim  the  same  by  impli- 
cation. If  he  refuses  to  make  the  suggested  claims  and  it  afterward 
appears  that  these-  claims  are  drawn  upon  substantially  the  same 
structure  as  that  disclosed  in  his  application,  the  disclaimer  will 
nevertheless  be  effective  against  him,  although  his  faihire  to  make 
such  claims  resulted  from  his  misunderstanding  of  their  scope  in  the 
absence  of  the  specification  and  drawing  upon  which  they  are  based. 
If  he  makes  the  suggested  claims  and  afterward  concedes  priority  or 
permits  judgment  by  default  to  be  entered  against  him  because  of  his 
belief  that  the  suggested  claims  do  not  read  upon  his  structure,  a 
judgment  of  priority  will  stand  against  him  as  to  theae  claims.    It  is 
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ipparent,  therefore,  that  whether  he  permits  either  the  implied  dis- 
claimer to  be  made  of  record  or  a  judgment  of  priority  to  be  entered 
against  him  his  patent  may  be  unduly  restricted  by  virtue  of  such 
adverse  action.  The  practice  announced  in  Miller  v,  Perham  was 
modified  in  the  case  of  Eiohelberger  and  Hibner  v.  Dillon,  supra,  in 
which  it  was  held  that— 

Where  clalma  bave  been  vnggested  to  an  applicant  and  he  makes  the  same 
under  protest,  accotninnying  the  protest  wltb  a  statement  that  be  does  not 
belfere  be  has  a  right  to  make  tbem,  giving  blB  reasonafor  tbat  statenient,  and 
where  after  ln^>ectlng  the  other  party's  application  he  stU)  contends  that  he 
bu  no  right  to  make  theae  claims,  he  should  be  pennltted  to  argue  the  question 
before  the  Primary  Examiner. 

It  is  thought  that  this  practice  should  be  extended  in  view  of  the 
considerations  above  stated  and  that  where  an  applicant  adopts  claims 
suggested  to  him  from  another  application  pending  at  that  time  he 
'ihould  be  permitted  thereafter,  if  he  so  desires,  to  present  a  motion 
denying  his  own  right  to  make  those  claims,  whether  such  claims  are 
made  under  protest  or  not  In  such  cases,  however,  the  reasons  upon 
which  the  motion  is  based  must  be  explicitly  stated. 

The  decisicMis  in  MiUer  v.  Perham  and  Martin  v.  MuUin,  tupra, 
are  modified  to  the  extent  indicated. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  it  reversed. 


Smith  and  WtCKEi  v.  Emerson  v.  Sandebs. 

PATBNT  INTEBFEBENCE. 

DecMed  March  tS,  1908. 
133  O.  G..  1433. 

1.  IllTEBrEBEKCB PBELIUINAKT    STftTEMERTS^MOTIOR    TO   AUEHn, 

The  practice  fn  permitting  amendments  to  preilmlnar;  statements  has 
been  well  defined  In  man;  consistent  decisions,  and  the  applicability  of  the 
principles  announced  therein  to  tlie  facts  In  any  particular  case  should  ordi- 
narily be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences. 

2.  Saue — Same— Saub— Aptkalb. 

Since  the  granting  of  a  motion  to  amend  a  preliminary  statement  will 
lojare  the  oppo^ng  party  only  so  far  as  his  case  will  be  prejudiced  by 
efldence  showing  the  true  state  of  facts,  a  limit  of  appeal  should  be  set 
by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  In  hla  decision  on  such  motions  only  * 
vlien  lie  deiies  the  motion. 

Appeal  from  Examiner  of  Interferences. 

SaAUOPHOnX-BXDOBD   TABLBT. 

Mr.  Horace  Pettit  for  Smith  and  Wickes. 

Meamrt.  Mauro^  Cameron,  Lewis  t6  Masfie  for  Bmerson./^-  -\  -i  -vl  -• 


Mettrt.  C.  A.  Snow  <&  Company  for  Sandera. 
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Moore,  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Emerson  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  granting  Smith  and  Wickes  leave  to  amend  their  pre- 
liminary statement.  The  amended  preliminary  statement  of  Smith 
and  Wickes  does  not  carry  back  the  date  of  conception  and  reduction 
to  practice  to  a  time  prior  to  Emerson's  first  alleged  reduction  to 
practice,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  Sanders  has  opposed  the  motion 
to  amend. 

It  is  stated  in  the  decision  In  Karpenatein  v.  Hertzberg  (C.  D., 
1907,  106;  127  O.  G.,  2393)  tha^- 

Tbe  question  of  amendlug  a  pretlminary  etatenient  la  a  matter  largelj'  within 
the  discretion  of  the  E^nmiDer  of  loterferences.  Unleea  it  be  ahowD  that  such 
discretion  haa  been  abiiaed  his  decision  will  not  be  disturbed. 

The  practice  in  permitting  amendments  to  preliminary  statements 
has  been  well  defined  in  many  consistent  decisions,  and  the  appli- 
cability of  the  principles  announced  therein  to  the  facts  in  any  par- 
ticular ease  should  ordinarily  be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences,  as  indicated  in  Karpenstein  v.  Hertzberg,  supra. 

A  party  should  be  permitted  to  amend  his  preliminary  statement 
only  when  a  motion  for  that  purpose  is  brought  in  good  faith  and  is 
accompanied  by  a  sufficient  excuse  for  his  failure  to  allege  the  facts 
sought  to  be  introduced  thereby  in  his  original  preliminary  state- 
ment. Under  such  circumstances  the  amendment  of  the  preliminary 
statement  will  injure  the  opposing  parfy  only  in  so  far  as  his  case 
will  be  prejudiced  by  the  admission  of  evidence  showing  the  true 
facts  concerning  the  development  of  the  invention.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  denial  of  such  a  motion  may  result  in  the  grant  of  a  patent 
on  a  technicality  to  a  party  who  was  not  the  first  inventor.  In  view 
of  these  facts  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  will  not  hereafter  set 
a  limit  of  appeal  in  decisions  granting  motions  to  amend  preliminary 
statements.  He  will,  however,  set  a  limit  of  appeal  in  his  decisions 
denying  leave  to  amend  preliminary  statements. 

In  this  case  the  Examiner  not  only  carefully  considered  the  affi- 
davits presented  in  support  of  the  motion  to  amend  the  preliminary 
statement  in  his  original  decision,  but  at  the  request  of  Emerson 
granted  a  rehearing  of  the  ease,  and  after  considering  the  arguments 
presented  therewith  adhered  to  his  former  decision,  I  do  not  find 
upon  reviewing  the  matters  presented  that  the  Examiner  of  Interfer- 
ences has  abused  his  discretion  in  this  case. 

T?te  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  is  afirmed. 


,,  Google 
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DrsoN  V.  Land  v.  Dunbar  v.  Browne. 

PATENT  INTERFERENCE. 

Decided  March  26,  1908. 
133  O.  G..  1679. 

1.  I nTEBFEBBKCE— Morion  TO  SijppBEBs  Testihoht — Afpeai,  fbou  Decision  ot 

THE   KXAUINEB  OF  INTEBFERENSBS. 

Wbere  the  E!xamtner  of  InterfereDcee  tn  bla  decision  on  priority  decided 
a  motion  to  suppress  testlmon;.  Held  that  an  appeal  from  that  decision 
will  not  be  considered  until  the  case  comes  before  the  Commissioner  on 
appeal  on  priority. 

2.  Same — Same — Saue — JtrHisDitmoK  or  the  Ex  a  mi  nebs- in -Chief. 

Tlie  ExaminerB-la-ClileF  have  Jurisdiction  to  paaa  apoa  the  correctness  of 
the  HcttOD  of  the  Examhipr  of  Interferences  in  suppressing  tesliiiiotiy  and  to 
(insider  the  snme  If  In  their  opinion  it  should  not  have  been  siipiiressed. 

3.  Same — Honon  to  Auehd  PsELiMinABY  Statement— RtconsiDEBATioH  Afteb 

INCISION   BY  THE   COUUISSIONEB. 

Where  a  motion  to  ameud  a  preliminary  statement  bas  been  denied  by 
tbe  Examiner  of  Interferences  and  bis  decision  affirmed  on  appeal,  It 
should  not  be  reconsidered  in  tbe  al>Beni.-e  of  any  additional  showing  as  to 
tbe  grounds  on  ntalch  It  was  denied. 

4.  Sauk — Renewal  of  Motion — Notice. 

Rule  153  provides  that  reasonable  notice  of  all  motions  must  be  Ktven  and 
that  s  motion  will  not  be  entertained  In  the  absence  of  proof  of  service  ot 
such  notice.  The  same  reanon  exists  for  requiring  notice  of  tbe  renewal  of 
a  motion  as  of  tbe  motion  Itself,  and  the  mere  request  at  the  final  hearing 
and  In  a  brief  Bled  at  dnal  bearing  Is  not  socb  notice. 

On  Motion. 


ifr.  Geo.  L.  Cragg  for  Dyson. 
Mr.  Tkos.  U.  Ferguson  for  Land. 
Messrs.  Bacon  and  Milans  for  Dunbar. 

Mr.  Ckas.  Neave  and  Messrs.  Mauro,  Cameron,  Lewis  <&  Maesie  for 
Browne. 

Moore,  Commissioner: 

This  case  comes  up  on  a  motion  by  Broiviie  to  dismiss  an  appeal  by 
Dyson  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  sup- 
pressing certain  testimony  taken  on  behalf  of  Dyson  and  to  dismiss 
an  appeal  by  Land  from  a  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences 
refusing  to  allow  Land  to  amend  his  preliminary  statement. 

It  appears  that  Bniwne  tiled  a  motion  to  strike  out  the  testimony 
above  referred  to  on  June  2(>,  1907.  The  Examiner  of  Interferences 
refused  to  consider  the  motion  prior  to  final  hearing  and  dismissed  it 
without  prejudice  to  Browne's  right  to  renew  at  that  time.    On  ap- 
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peal  this  deci3i(»i  was  affirmed.  Browne  gave  notice  prior  to  final 
hearing  that  he  would  renew  his  motion,  and  it  was  heard  at  that 
time  and  decided  in  his  favor  at  the  same  time  Uiat  the  decision  was 
rendered  on  priority. 

Land  contends  that  the  appeal  should  not  be  dismissed,  for  the  rear 
eon  that  if  it  is  not  decided  now  the  Examiners-in-Chief  will  be 
bound  by  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  and  cannot 
consider  the  ti  liiiiniij  njiiiih  Ini  liiu  jTm  iili  il  should  be  suppressed, 
whereas  on  appeal  Ji^w?Qi^  (&Gi^fiV&smay  be  decided  that  this 
testimony  should  jpC^ave  been  suppressaii',  flnd  therefore  the  record 
before  the  Comnmssioner|ty|^;28  (^^^nt  fi^m  that  considered  by 
the  Examiners-in\CMftf .  A^  j 

The  contention  i?s4£i^)>t,tp  beAvt^cmyraken.  The  Examiners- 
in-Chief  can  pass  uponXM.ct£^kgsi»«f^e  action  of  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences  in  suppressing  the  testimony  and  consider  the  same 
if  in  their  opinion  it  should  not  have  been  suppressed.  The  Ezam- 
iners-in-Chief  considered  such  a  motion  in  the  case  of  Boyoe  v. 
Kempshall,  as  appears  from  the  following  statement  in  the  decision 
of  Commissioner  Allen  on  priority  in  that  case  (C.  D.,  1906,  469; 
126  0.  a,  1347:) 

Following  the  decielMi  of  die  Examiner  of  Interferences  on  priority,  In  wbtcb 
be  held  that  It  would  be  Improper  to  give  Rojoe  the  benefit  of  the  letters  as 
evidence,  bnt  denied  Kempehall's  motion  to  strike  them  from  the  record,  Kemp- 
shall  filed  an  appeal  and  petition  tbat  such  correspondence  be  stricken  from 
the  record.  In  my  decision  dated  May  16,  1906,  it  was  held  that  In  view  of 
the  decision  of  the  E^amlners-ln-Ohlef  rendered  In  the  meantime,  to  the  effect 
that  the  motion  to  strike  out  was  without  merit,  the  testimony  would  not  be 
stricken  out  without  coDsideratioQ  of  the  meritH  of  the  motion,  and  such  cod- 
slderatiOQ  was  postponed  until  final  hearing  upon  tbe  appeal  on  priority,  Tbfs 
motion  is  therefore  given  consideration  at  this  time. 

The  reason  which  induced  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  to  post- 
pone consideration  of  the  motion  to  final  hearing — viz.,  that  it  would 
involve  a  consideration  of  the  record  which  must  necessarily  be  given 
at  final  hearing — applies  equally  as  well  to  the  present  appeal.  If  the 
case  comes  before  me  on  appeal,  the  propriety  of  suppressing  this 
testimony  can  be  considered  and  decided  in  connection  with  the  ques- 
tion of  priority. 

As  ^o  Land's  appeal,  it  appears  that  on  January  18,  1907,  Land 
brought  a  motion  to  amend  his  preliminary  statement  which  was 
denied  by  tlie  Examiner  of  Ini^rferences  in  a  decision  rendered  Jan- 
uary 28, 1907.  On  appeal  the  decision  was  affirmed  by  Commissioner 
Allen. 

Land  Sled  no  other  motion  to  amend  his  preliminary  statement, 
and  the  record  does  not  show  that  any  notice  was  given  by  Land  that 
he  would  ask  for  reconsideration  of  his  motion  wliich  had  been  denied, 
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althoagl)  his  brief  at  final  hearing  contains  a  request  for  nuch 
recoDsidpratioa. 

Apparently  Land  at  the  final  hearing  asked  for  such  reconsidera- 
tioD,  for  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  contains  the 
following  statement: 

With  K&pect  to  Land's  motion  to  amend  his  statement,  the  record  shows  that 
the  sune  Is  n  reoewBl  of  a  motion  prevlouslr  presented  and  decided  adveraely 
to  tbo  moTlng  party.    Land  urges  a  reconsideration  of  the  former  decision. 

Bole  153  provides  that  reasonable  notice  of  all  motions  must  be 
given  and  that  a  motion  will  not  be  mtertained  in  the  absence  of 
proof  of  service  of  such  notice.  The  same  reason  exists  for  requiring 
notice  of  the  renewal  of  a  motion  as  of  the  motion  itself,  and  the 
mere  request  at  the  final  hearing  and  in  the  brief  filed  at  final  hearing 
is  not  such  notice.  The  motion  should,  therefore,  have  been  dismissed 
by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences.  As  the  motion  should  have  been 
dismissed,  it  follows  that  the  appeal  from  the  decision  must  be 


Fiuthennore,  Land's  motion  to  amend  his  preliminary  statement 
was  denied  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  and  chi  appeal  by  the 
Commis^oner,  because  he  did  not  exercise  proper  care  and  diligence 
in  the  preparation  of  his  preliminary  statement,  his  mistake  being 
one  of  law  and  not  of  fact,  and  because  be  offered  no  excuse  for  his 
long  delay  in  bringing  his  motion.  Whether  tiie  allegations  of  the 
proposed  amended  statement  were  true,  was  not  considered.  The 
only  showing,  therefore,  that  would  have  justified  a  reconsideration 
of  the  motion,  was  a  showing  with  respect  to  the  grounds  on  which 
the  motion  was  denied.  It  appears  both  from  the  decision  of  the 
Examiner  of  Interferraices  and  fnnn  Land's  brief  at  final  hearing 
that  no  such  showing  was  made,  nor  is  it  now  alleged  that  it  was 
made.  The  alleged  new  showing  consisted  of  testimony  tending  to 
establish  the  truth  of  the  allegations  of  the  proposed  statement,  but, 
as  ptnnted  out,  this  could  not  affect  the  granting  of  the  motion,  and 
was  clearly  insufficient  to  have  warranted  a  reconsideration  thereof. 
For  this  further  reason  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

The  motion  is  granted  and  the  appeals  of  Dyson  and  Land  are 
diimisud. 


McBRmE  V.   EjtODEB. 

Decided  Miyrch  27, 1908. 
138  O.  O.,  1680. 

IwrmgMawca — Uonon  to  Dissolve — Ibbbqulabut  iir  Declabatiow. 

The  Examiner  snggested  to  M.  two  claims  which  were  the  same  as  two 
of  K.'a  claims,  except  tliat  the  term  "  supporting  member  "  was  substituted 
tor  "attachlng-bracket,"  but  did  not  suggest  them  to  K.  After  M.  made  the 
L  Doc.  184ft  60-2 8 
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claims  th«  Interference  yna  declared  with  tiiese  clalme  as  two  coonts  of 
tlie  isBoe.  Held  tbat  tbis  was  an  Irregnlarlty  in  the  declaration  of  tbe 
Interference,  as  Rule  96  clearly  contemplates  that  the  Issue  shall  be  In 
terms  of  the  claims  actuaUy  made  by  both  parties  or  which  they  have  had 
an  opportuoltj'  to  make. 

Appeal  on  Motion. 

OCBTAIIf -PIXT  U  KK, 

Mr.  John  W.  Loveland  and  Mr.  Walter  AUen  for  McBride. 

Messrs.  Munn  <&  Co,  for  Kroder. 
Billings,  Assietant  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Kroder  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner 
refusing  to  dissolve  an  interference  on  the  ground  of  irregularity  ia 
the  declaration  thereof. 

It  appears  that  the  Examiner  suggested  to  McBride  two  claims 
which  were  the  same  as  Kroder's  counts  2  and  3,  except  that  t}ie  term 
"  supporting  member "  was  substituted  for  the  term  "  attaching- 
bracket,"  but  did  not  surest  these  claims  to  Kroder.  McBride 
having  made  the  claims,  they  were  made  counts  2  and  3  of  the  issue 
of  the  interference,  these  counts  being  stated  to  be  Kroder's  claims 
2  and  3. 

Kule  96  clearly  contemplates  that  the  issue  shall  be  in  the  terms 
of  the  claims  actually  made  by  both  parties,  or  at  least  that  both 
parties  should  have  had  an  opportunity  to  make  such  claims.  If 
neither  party  ha5.made  a  claim  which  can  be  made  by  the  other  by 
reason  of  the  inclusion  of  elements  wfaidi  are  not  of  the  essence  of 
the  invention,  then,  as  pointed  out  in  ex  parte  Thompson^  (C.  D., 
1902,  6 ;  98  O.  G.,  227,)  the  Examiner  should  suggest  a  claim  to  each 
which  will  cover  the  real  invention  coiuinon  to  the  two  cases,  omitting 
such  limitation. 

If  one  of  the  parties  refuses  to  make  such  a  claim,  it  may  be  neces* 
sary  to  make  the  claim  of  one  party  the  issue,  holding  that  it  is  sub- 
stantially the  same  as  the  claim  of  the  other;  but  this  should  not  be 
done  until  the  parties  have  had  the  opportunity  to  make  the  identical 
claims.  . 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  is  reversed. 


Ex  PASTE  American  Optical  Company. 

APPLICATION  FOR  REOISTRATION  OF  TRAnB-MARK. 

Decided  April  9, 1908. 
133  O.  Q-  1935. 
L  Tbadb-Masks — "  FiTS-D  " — Debcriptite. 

The  word  "  Pit»-U  "  as  a  trade-mark  for  ey^lasses  and  spectacle  frames 
and  mountings  Is  a  mere  miBSpelling  of  the  deecrlptlTe  words  "  fits  you  "  and 
U  not  registrable  as  a  technical  trade-mark. 
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3.  Same — "  U^olv  DEBcairavE  " — Skctioh  5  op  thi  Act  of  1906  Ookstbvep. 

The  registration  of  words  or  devices  wblcb  are  "  merely  descriptive"  be- 
ing problblted  by  sectlou  S  of  tbe  act  of  1906,  an  arrangement  of  the  letters 
of  Buch  a  word  In  a  partlcutar  way  or  a  mere  mlaapelllng  thereof  does  not 
avoid  tbs  prohlbltlrai. 
On  BeitBABma. 

TBAOB-UAXK  FOB  CTBGLASS   AND  SPECTACLE  FKAUZB,  Era 

Mr.  John  C.  Dewey  and  Mr.  Henry  Caher  for  the  applicant, 
MooBE,  Comnmswner: 

This  case  comes  before  me  upon  a  rehearing  of  my  decision  dated 
January  21,  1908.  In  that  decision  I  held  that  the  word  "  Fits-U  " 
was  not  registrable  as  a  trade-mark  for  eyeglasses  and  spectacle 
frames  and  mountings,  as  it  amounted  merely  to  the  misspelling  of 
the  descriptiye  words  jits  you,  it  being  pointed  out  that  under  the 
long  rect^nized  practice  the  mere  misspelling  of  a  descriptive  word 
did  not  take  away  its  descriptive  character.  {Ex  parte  Kipling, 
C.  D.,  1883,  54;  24  O.  G.,  899;  ex  parte  Henderson,  C.  D.,  1898,  647; 
85  O.  G.,  453;  eat  parte  Crescent  Mfg.  Co.,  C.  D.,  1901, 160;  97  O.  G., 
760;  ex  parte  Seager,  C.  D.,  1901,  159;  97  O.  G.,  749;  ex  parte  Wool- 
worth,  G.  D.,  1902,  311 ;  100  O.  G.,  1976 ;  ex  parte  Rat  Biscuit  Co., 
C.  D.,  1907,  241;  130  O.  G.,  300.)  The  rehearing  was  requested  on 
the  ground  that  the  principal  point  argued  by  counsel  was  that  the 
statute  permitted  registration  of  marks  of  a  descriptive  nature  unless 
they  were  "  merely  "  descriptive,  and  that  my  decision  did  not  pass 
upon  the  meaning  of  this  word  "  merely  "  as  used  in  the  statute. 

Since  my  decision  in  this  case  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  has  rendered  a  decision  in  the  case  of  the  Crescent  Type- 
■writer  Supply  Company,  (post,  318;  133  O.  G.,  231,)  which  pre- 
sented the  question  of  the  right  to  register  a  mark  for  ink-ribbons 
and  carbon-paper  consisting  of  the  following  combination  of  letters : 
"  OR^NT,"  inclosed  in  a  wreath.  The  mark  had  been  refused  regis- 
tration by  the  Commissioner  on  the  ground  substantially  that  the 
word  "  Orient "  is  of  geographical  significance,  and  that  the  arbitrary 
arrangement  of  two  letters  of  the  word  and  the  addition  thereto  of  a 
"wreath  surrounding  the  same  did  not  entitle  the  mark  to  registration. 

In  that  case  it  was  contended  by  the  appellant  that — 

The  mark  Is  a  device  consisting  of  a  wreath  and  letters  arranged  therein  tn 
an  arbitrary  manner,  in  other  words,  that  It  takes  the  whole  design,  wreath  and 
letters,  to  compose  the  proposed  trade-mark. 

The  Court  said : 

We  ar«  of  tbe  opinion  that  tbe  only  reasonable  Interpretation  of  the  comblna- 
tiMi  of  letters  used  is  that  tbey  spell  the  word  "  Orient "  and  at  once  conrey  the 
nse  of  that  word  to  the  mind. 
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The  Commissioner  refnaed  to  reglBter  the  appellant'i  mark  "  for  ttae  reaaon 
that  the  word  '  Orient,'  the  dlHtingutsblng  feature  of  applicant's  mark,  is  gjeo- 
^raphlcal."  Section  S  of  the  trade-mark  act  of  1905,  provides  In  part  that — 
"  no  mark,  which  consists  merely  In  the  name  of  an  Individual,  Arm,  corporation 
or  association,  not  written,  printed.  Impressed  or  woven  In  some  particnlar 
or  distinctive  manner  or  tn  association  with  the  portrait  of  the  Individual,  or 
tnerelf  In  words  or  devices  whicb  are  descriptive  of  the  goods  with  which  they 
are  used,  or  of  the  character  or  quality  of  such  goods,  or  merely  a  geograptilcal 
name  or  term,  shall  be  r^stered  under  the  terms  of  this  act." 

It  will  be  noted  that  this  section  of  the  trade-mark  act  does  not  permit  the 
use  of  a  "  geographical  name  or  term."  We  think  this  provision  of  the  statute 
Is  broad  enough  to  prohibit  the  use  of  any  word  that  haa  an  exclusive  seo- 
graphlcal  significance,  or  that  would  suggest  any  particular  geographical 
location. 

Here  the  Court,  after  quoting  the  section  of  the  statutes  which 
excepts  from  the  right  of  registration  marks  which  constitute 
"  merely  a  geographical  name  or  term,"  decided  that  Uie  mark  above 
described  fell  within  the  exception.  While  the  Court  did  not  spe- 
cifically refer  to  the  effect  of  the  word  "merely,"  it  cannot  be  pre- 
sumed that  this  limitation  in  the  statutes  was  overlooked.  In  the 
language  prohiDiting  the  registration  of  descriptive  marks  the  word 
"  merely  "  is  used  in  the  same  way  as  it  is  in  the  language  pro- 
hibiting the  registration  of  geographical  marks.  In  view  of  this 
construction  of  the  statutes  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  with  respect  to 
geographical  marks  it  is  held  that  a  particular  arrangement  of  the 
letters  of  a  descriptive  word,  or  a  mere  misspelling  thereof,  does  not 
avoid  the  prohibition  of  the  statute. 

/  adhere  to  my  previous  opinion,  and  registration  is  accordingly 
refvsed. 


Ex  PARTE  C.  P.  Goldsmith  &  Compant. 

APPLICATION  FOR  REQISTRATION  Or  TRADE-MARK. 

Decided  March  7,  1908. 
1S3  O.  O^  IB3S. 
Tbabe-Mabes— "  Hou>  On  "  DBSCBiPttVE. 

The  words  "Hold  On"  ae  a  trade-mark  for  clutches  for  scarf-pins  and 
bat-pins  properly  refused  registration  since  It  Is  descriptive  of  the  charac- 
ter or  quality  of  tJie  goods  to  which  it  li  applied. 

On  Appeal. 

TKADE^uARE  FOB  OLtrrcHBB  roB  scabp-pixs  and  hat-pinb, 
Mr.  Joseph  L.  Levy  for  the  applicant. 

Billings,  Agsistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade- 
Marks  refusing  to  register  the  words  "  Hold  On  "  as  a  trade-mark 
for  clutches  for  scarf-pins  and  hat-pins. 
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llie  ground  on  which  registration  was  refused  is  that  the  mark  is 
descriptive  of  the  cbaract^  or  quality  of  the  goods  and  that  the 
registration  is  therefore  prohibited  by  section  5  of  the  Trade-Mark 
Act  of  1905. 

It  appears  that  the  article  to  which  the  trade-mark  is  applied  is 
an  attachment  to  a  scarf-pin  to  prevent  the  loss  of  the  latter. 

The  name  appears  to  have  been  adopted  to  describe  the  fact  that 
the  clutch  holds  on  to  the  pin.  In  the  label  filed  with  the  application 
the  following  statement  occurs  under  the  head  of  "Advantages:" 
"  It  holds.  The  harder  you  pull  the  tighter  it  holds."  These  words 
therefore  seem  clearly  to  describe  the  character  or  quality  of  the 
clutch. 

It  is  well  settled  by  a  long  line  of  decisions  in  this  Office  and  in 
the  courts  that  words  which  are  descriptive  of  the  qualities  of  the 
goods  do  not  constitute  valid  trade-marks  and  should  n<^  be  reg- 
istered. 

Examples  of  such  words  are  "  No-Rip  "  for  sweat-pads,  which  was 
refused  registration  in  ex  parte  The  Orescent  Company,  (C.  D.,  1901, 
160;  97  O.  G.,  750;)  "  Nevers-Tick  "  as  a  trade-mark  for  lubricant, 
which  was  refused  registration  in  ex  parte  Woolworth^  (C.  D.,  1902, 
811;  100  O.  G.,  1976;)  "In  Curve"  for  corsets,  which  was  refused 
registration  in  ex  parte  Kopa  Brothers,  (C.  D.,  1906,  128;  121  O.  G., 
1676,)  and  "  Instantaneous  "  for  a  preparation  of  tapioca  which  was 
adapted  for  immediate  use  without  a  preliminary  soaking,  which  in 
the  case  of  Bermett  v,  McKinley  (65  F.  R.,  505)  was  held  by  the  court 
of  appeals  of  the  second  circuit  to  be  descriptive,  and  consequently 
not  a  valid  trade-mark. 

In  the  latter  case,  which  counsel  for  applicants  cites  as  a  precedent 
ioT  the  registration  of  the  mark,  the  following  statements  are 
made: 

No  principle  of  tbe  law  of  trade-mark  Is  more  famitlar  tbao  that  whlcb 
demies  protection  to  any  word  or  name  whlcli  Is  descriptive  of  tbe  qualities, 
Ingredients,  or  ctaaracterlstlcB  of  tbe  article  to  wblch  It  Is  applied.  An  eiduslve 
rlgbt  to  tbe  nse  of  sucb  a  word,  as  a  trade-mark,  wboi  applied  to  a  parttcnlar 
article  or  class  of  articles,  cannot  be  acquired  by  the  prior  appropriation  of  It, 
becanae  all  persons  wbo  are  oitltled  to  produce  and  vend  similar  articles  are 
entitled  to  describe  tbem,  and  to  employ  any  appropriate  terms  for  tbat  pur- 
pose.    •     •    • 

Applying  tbe  rale  to  the  facte  of  the  present  case,  we  think  tbe  word  "  Instan- 
taneoos,"  as  applied  to  the  kind  of  tapioca  dealt  In  by  tbe  parties.  Is  descrip- 
tive, and  conBeqnently  not  a  valid  trade-marh.  It  not  only  Is  aptly  and  truth- 
tally  descriptive  of  oue  of  the  properties  of  the  article  to  which  It  Is  soagbt  to 
be  apidled,  bat  It  Is  especially  appropriate  to  point  out  concisely  and  accurately 
the  peculiar  characteristic  which  distinguishes  tbe  particular  tapioca  from 
other  varieties. 
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The  following  extract  is  cited  by  counsel  for  applicant  from  the 
case  of  C<difoTma  Fig  Syrup  Co.  v.  Improved  Fig  Co.,  (C.  D.,  1892, 
685;  61  O.  G.,  156;  61  F.  K,  296:) 

Beepondeot  urges  tliat  the  words  "  Syrup  of  Figs"  are  descriptive.  •  •  • 
It  Is  QDimportaat  if  tbey  are  descriptive. 

The  whole  paragraph  from  which  this  statement  is  taken  reads  as 
follows : 

But  respondent  urties  that  the  words  "Syrup  of  Figs"  are  descriptlTe,  and 
tliat  complainant  de<'olves  wlien  it  uses  tbeui  to  designate  Its  compound-  Tbe 
deceit  does  not  apixvr  on  the  Face  of  the  bill,  and  It  U  unimportant  If  tbey  ai« 
descriptive.  The  question  Is  now,  not  whether  coniplainant  has  the  excla- 
Blve  right  to  use  the  words  "  Syrup  of  Figs  "  or  "  Fig  Syrup,"  but  it  Is  wbeth«' 
respondent  has  by  use  of  tbem  and  other  worda  and  by  the  other  Imitatlona 
alleged  and  exhibited  so  fur  Imitated  the  form  of  complainant's  device  and 
description  to  represent  Its  goods  as  Its  goods  and  appropriate  Its  repatation 
and  trade.  The  gravamen  of  the  action  Is  the  ainiulBtloo  of  complainant's 
devices  and  the  deception  of  purcbasera 

From  this  quotation  it  appears  that  the  question  of  the  descriptive- 
ness  of  the  mark  was  held  to  be  unimportant  in  this  case  because  the 
suit  was  brought  to  restrain  unfair  competition. 

The  mark  which  it  is  sought  to  register  is  as  descriptive  as  any  of 
those  in  the  decisions  above  cited  and  clearly  falls  within  the  defini- 
tion of  what  constitutes  a  descriptive  mark  given  in  Bennett  v. 
McKinley,  supra.  It  must  be  held,  therefore,  that  the  action  of  the 
Examiner  in  refusing  registration  was  clearly  right. 

The  decision  is  affirmed. 


Robert  A.  Keabbey  Company  v.  Portland  Cembntfabrik  Hemhoob. 

OPPOSITION. 

DeiMeA  March  tO,  1908. 

133  O.  G.,  1936. 

TRADi:-MABss-^pposnioH — Time  fob  Filiho, 

The  thirty  days  allowed  by  statute  for  filing  a  notice  of  opposition 
include  Sundays  and  holidays. 

Appeal  from  Examiner  of  Interferences. 

TBADB-UARK    FOB   POBTLANO   CBUEHT. 

S/cnars.  Gifford  rf*  Hull  and  Messrs.  Foster,  Freeman,  Watson  ds 
Co-it  for  Robert  A.  Keasbey  Company. 

Mr.  Fritz  Worm  and  Messrs.  Maxon^  Fenwick  t£  Lawrence  for  the 
Portland  Cementfabrik  Hemmoor. 

Bn^i.iNGS,  Assistant  Commiissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  ot  Interfer- 
ences dismissing  the  alH>ve-entitled  opposition  on  the  ground  tliat  it 
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was  filed  too  Ute.  The  record  shows  that  the  mark  was  published 
in  the  Official  Gazette  December  3, 1907.  The  notice  of  opposition 
was  filed  January  -3,  1908.  The  ground  upon  which  this  appeal  is 
based  is  Uiat  the  Examiner  erred  in  not  excluding  legal  holidays  in 
cMnpnting  the  thirty  days  allowed  by  law  after  the  pubUcation  of 
the  mark  for  the  filing  of  a  notice  of  oppositicm. 

It  is  well  settled  that  in  the  absence  of  positive  written  law  exclud- 
ing Sundays  from  the  period  of  time  prescribed  for  any  purpose  they 
are  counted,  even  though  the  period  ends  mi  Sunday.  {LewW  South- 
erlarul  Statutory  GoTiatruction,  vol.  1,  p.  335.)  The  same  principle 
is  applicable  to  holidays.  Inasmuch  as  the  period  of  thirty  days 
fixed  by  section  6  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  February  20,  1905,  does 
not  contain  any  provision  for  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays  from 
such  GomputAtion,  they  cannot  be  disregarded  in  the  computation  of 
time.  A  similar  question  was  presented  in  the  case  of  Bai8,  RatcUff 
<fi  Grettony  Lim.,  v.  Eartmann  Brevnng  Company,  (C.  D.,  1906, 148; 
121  O.  G.,  2328,)  in  which  notice  of  opposition  was  filed  upon  the 
thirty-fir^  day  after  the  publication  of  the  mark,  this  period  includ- 
ing the  30th  of  May,  which  is  a  legal  holiday.  In  that  case  Com- 
missions Allen  held  that  the  notice  of  opposition  was  filed  too  late. 
It  may  be  stated  that  Sundays  and  legal  holidays  have  uniformly 
bsMi  counted  in  the  periods  provided  by  statute  for  action  upon 
applications  pending  in  this  Office — as,  for  example,  the  period  of 
one  year  within  which  action  must  be  taken  to  avoid  abandonment 
(ex  parte  Koritski  and  Wipf,  C.  D.,  1904,  498;  113  O.  G.,  1146;  ex 
parte  Weirick,  C.  D.,  1901,  183;  97  O.  G.,  1372)  and  the  period  of 
six  months  from  the  allowance  of  the  application  for  the  payment 
of  the  final  fee.  (Ex  parte  Riley,  C.  D.,  1891,  136;  56  O.  G.,  1203; 
see  also  the  opinion  of  the  Assistant  Attorney-General  in  ex  parte 
Cannon,  C.  D.,  1901,  263;  94  O.  G.,  2165.)  It  is  therefore  held  that 
the  dismissal  of  this  notice  of  opposition  was  right. 
TAs  decision  of  the  Exammer  of  Interferences  i$  a0r7ned. 


Ex  PARTE  KONOU>. 
APPLICATION  FOR  PATENT. 

Decided  March  21,  1908. 

133  O.  G.,  2189. 

pRAonoB — ExAMiHiR  Bound  bt  the  Decisions  oi"  tub  Hioheb  TaiBUHALa. 

It  U  aelf  evident  that  an  Exemiuer  should  follow  the  decisions  of  the 
hlgber  trlbnnala  whether  he  agrees  witli  them  or  not;  but  where  the  Exam- 
Incv  bolds  tbat  a  decision  la  not  applicable  to  a  given  case  the  proper  man- 
aet  tit  wblch  to  bare  his  deeisloD  reviewed  is  by  appeal  to  the  BxamlnerH- 
in-Chlef  In  the  first  lastance  and  not  by  a  petition  to  tbe  CoDimlssloner. 
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On  Petition. 

dies  fob  uaeino  mattockl  and  siun^b  tools. 
Meaars,  Kay,'  Totten  t&  Winter  for  the  applicaDt. 

MooBB,  Gommmoner: 

This  petition  asks  that  the  Examiner  be  ordered  to  show  cause  why 
he  should  not  allow  the  present  application  and  follow  the  decision 
of  the  Examiners-in-Chief  in  acting  upon  this  and  other  applications 
where  such  decisions  rule  the  questions  involved  therein. 

It  appears  that  the  claims  in  the  case  cover  an  alleged  combination 
of  dies  to  be  used  in  making  mattocks  and  similar  tools.  The  Exam- 
iner held  diat  the  claims  were  not  patentable,  as  they  covered  aggre- 
gations of  elements.  His  attention  was  called  to  the  decision  of  the 
Examiners-in-Chief  in  the  application  of  John  M.  Hansen.  In  this 
case  the  same  Examiner  rejected  certain  claims  for  alleged  combina- 
tions of  dies  for  making  wheels  on  the  ground  that  there  was  "no 
combinable  relationship  between  the  several  sets  of  dies  enumerated 
therein."  On  appeal  his  decision  was  reversed  by  the  Eicaminers-in- 
Chief,  who  held  that  the  claims  covered  true  combinations. 

It  is  urged  by  this  applicant  that  the  cases  are  on  all  fours  and 
that  the  Examiner  should  be  instructed  to  follow  this  decision  of  the 
Examiners-in-Chief  in  this  and  all  similar  cases. 

It  is  self  evident  that  the  Examiner  should  follow  the  de<n^ons  of 
the  higher  tribunals  whether  he  agrees  with  those  decisions  or  not.  It 
would  not  be  proper,  however,  for  the  Commissioner  to  instruct  tJie 
Examiner  that  the  claims  of  a  particular  application  should  be  al- 
lowed in  view  of  a  prior  decision.  The  Examiner  lias  pointed  out  in 
his  statement  reasons  why  he  thinks  the  decision  in  the  Hansen  case 
is  not  applicable  to  the  present  case.  If  he  is  in  error  in  this,  the 
proper  manner  in  which  to  have  his  decision  reviewed  is  by  appeal  in 
the  first  instance  to  the  Examiners-in-Chief. 

The  petition  is  denied. 


GOENIFFET,^  BeNOIT,   AND   NiCAULT  V.   WiCTOBSOHN. 
PATENT   INTERFERENCE. 

Decided  AprU  7,  1908. 
184  0.  G.,  265. 

1.  APFEAt  AND  Ebbob— Jtjbibdictior  op  GoHiiiBaiONBB  ArTEB  Decision  bt  Goubt 
OP  Appealb. 
A  decision  b;  tbe  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  In  an  In- 
terfereuce  proceedliiK  whlcb  leaves  no  question  op^t  for  furthu*  oouriden- 
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tkn  rdftUns  to  priori^  of  toToition  terminates  the  Interfereace  proceed- 
tag,  and  the  Comniigsioner  of  Patents  !«  without  Jurisdiction  thereafter  to 
Mitertaln  a  motion  by  the  losing  party  to  dissolve  the  Interference  on  the 
ground  that  the  court  held  that  the  opposing  part;  was  not  entitled  to  a 
patent  by  reason  of  hla  having  secured  a  foreign  patent  for  the  same  In- 
Teitlon  on  an  appUcatlon  filed  more  than  the  statutory  period  prior  to  the 
flllng  of  the  application  In  this  country. 
iMnaFuuiTot — Stathtobt  Bab  to  Ohb  Pabtt  an  Bz  pabte  Question. 

He  qoeetlOQ  whether  one  of  the  parties  to  an  Interference  proceeding  is 
debarred  from  receiving  a  patent  by  reasiHi  of  bis  having  secured  a  foreign 
patent  for  the  same  invention  Is  a  question  for  ess  parte  consideration  after 
the  tennlnadon  of  the  Interference. 


UAOHIHB  rOB  IIAKino  MOUTHPIECES. 

Messrs.  Fraaer  <&  Usina  for  Queniffet,  Benoit,  and  Nicault 
Messrs.  PhSipp,  Sawyer,  Rice  <£  Kennedy  for  Wictorsohn. 

Moore,  CoTivmissumer: 

This  is  ft  motion  by  Gueniffet  et  al.  to  dissolve  the  interference  on 
the  ground  that  Wictorsohn  is  not  entitled  to  a  patent.  This  inter- 
ference was  decided  in  favor  of  Wictorsohn  by  the  various  Patent 
Office  tribunals,  and  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  was  affirmed  on 
appeal.  The  Court  of  Appeals  in  its  decisi<Hi,  rendered  February  18, 
1908,  awarding  priority  of  invention  in  favor  of  Wictorsohn,  said: 

It  la  contended  by  counsel  for  appellants  that,  since  appellee  Oled  his  applica- 
tion In  this  country  more  than  Beven  months  after  the  Qllng  of  his  application  In 
Austria,  the  Austrian  application,  which  ripened  into  a  patent,  erected  a  bar 
against  the  Issuance  of  any  patoit  to  appellee  In  this  country.  This  contention 
la  answered  by  counsel  for  appellee  by  conceding  that,  though  appellee's  applica- 
tion was  filed  seven  months  and  four  days  after  he  filed  his  application  in 
Austria,  and  was  therefore  barred  from  maturing  Into  a  patent  under  the  law 
as  It  then  existed ;  that,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3,  1903,  the  limita- 
tion within  which  an  application  must  be  filed  hers  after  the  Qllng  of  a  foreign 
application  for  the  same  invention  was  extended  from  seven  months  to  twelve 
months  ■  and  that  by  operation  of  law  his  application  was  revived,  and  he 
Is  entitled  to  proceed  to  patent  under  the  present  law.  To  so  interpret  the 
act  of  March  3,  1903,  would  be  to  make  it  apply  to  applications  pending  at  the 
date  of  Its  passage.  This  conrt  has  decided  In  the  present  term  that  the  act  of 
March  3,  1908,  cannot  he  construed  to  operate  retroactively,  and,  therefore, 
.  does  not  apply  to  applications  pending  at  the  date  of  Its  passage.  {De  Perranti 
T.  Ltndmaric  poat,  303;  134  O.  O.,  61S.) 

The  only  question,  however.  Involved  In  this  Interference  proceeding  being 
one  of  priority  of  invention,  it  is  unnecessary  to  determine  what  right  either 
of  Che  parties  nltlmately  may  have  to  a  patent  under  their  pending  applica- 
tions. The  decision  of  the  Gomuiissloner  of  Patents,  so  far  as  this  proceeding 
Is  coikcemed,  must  he  affirmed.     {Post,  367;  134  O.  G.,  T79.) 

In  view  of  the  above  statement  of  the  court  of  appeals,  Gueniffet, 
et  al.,  contend  that  the  interference  should  never  have  been  declared, 
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and  that  it  should  now  be  dissolved  and  the  patent  issued  to  them. 
In  support  of  their  contention  they  cite  the  case  of  Fowler  v.  Dodge 
(C.  D.,  1898,  28;  82  O.  G.,  1C87;)  and  claim  that  similar  procedure 
should  govern  the  present  case. '  In  the  case  cited  the  Commissioner 
held  in  his  decision  on  priority  that  while  it  was  doubtful  whether 
Uodge's  application  disclosed  an  operative  device  it  was  unnecessary 
•  to  decide  that  question,  since  the  evidence  in  any  event  showed  Fowler 
to  be  the  prior  inventor.  On  appeal,  however,  the  court  held  that 
according  to  the  evidence  Dodge  was  entitled  to  the  award  of  prior- 
ity, assuming  that  his  application  showed  an  operative  device.  The 
court  of  appeals  refused  to  pass  upon  the  latter  question  and  ex- 
pressly left  it  open  for  further  consideration  by  the  Patent  Office^ 
stating — 

We  are  Dot  to  be  underetood  bj  tbli  decision  as  precludlnff  such  action  bj  tbe 
Office. 

Upon  the  return  of  the  case  to  this  Office  the  Commissioner  held 
that  in  view  of  the  above  statement  of  the  court  the  question  of  the 
operativeness  of  Dodge's  device  was  still  open  and  might  properly  be 
raised  by  a  motion  to  dissolve,  and  he  reopened  the  interference  for 
the  consideration  of  such  a  motion.    In  his  decision  he  said : 

It  is  true,  as  conteuded  b;  Dodge,  tliat  after  declBlou  on  prioritj  ttie  question 
as  to  the  rigbt  of  the  successful  party  to  a  patent  Is  ordinarily  an  ex  parte 
question ;  but  this  is  for  tbe  reason  that  in  most  cases  tbe  defeated  party  has 
no  Fight  to  a  patent  in  any  case  wliether  his  oi>i>onent  is  or  la  not  entitled  to  a 
patent,  and  therefore  baa  no  more  Interest  In  tbe  question  as  to  whether  b 
patent  shitll  be  granted  to  htm  than  would  aOy  third  party.  Tbe  rule  does  not 
apply  In  a  case  like  the  present,  where  a  decision  Is  necessary  to  finally  settle 
tbe  very  question  raised  by  the  infer  parlet  proceedings. 

it  is  well  settled  that  a  prior  Inoperative  machine  cannot  defeat  a  subse- 
quent applicant  for  a  patent 

In  other  words,  the  question  was  ancillary  to  that  of  priority  of 
invention.  In  the  case  of  Podlesak  v.  MdnneToey  (C.  D.,  1906,  638; 
120  O.  G.,  2127)  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
held  that  such  questions  would  be  considered  as  involved  in  that  of 
priority  of  invention,  since  priority  should  not  be  awarded  against  a 
party  if  his  adversary  never  made  the  invention  of  the  issue.  In  the 
case  mentioned  the  court  remanded  the  fnterference  to  the  Patent 
Office  for  further  consideration  and  reserved  its  decision  on  priority. 

In  the  present  case  the  circumstances  are  very  different.  There  is 
no  question  but  that  Wictorsohn's  application  discloses  an  operative 
device.  The  court  held  without  any  reservation  that  he  was  the  first 
and  original  inventor.  The  fact  that  it  suggested  the  possible  exist- 
ence of  a  statutory  bar  to  his  receiving  a  patent  in  no  wise  affects 
the  award  of  priority  in  his  favor.     Because  Wictorsohn  may  be 
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d^Kirred  from  receiving  a  patent  on  account  of  hie  Austrian  patent 
it  does  not  fcJlow  that  GuenifTet  et  dl.  are  entitled  to  the  patent. 
Concerning  a  similar  question,  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  in  the  case  of  Ri^  t.  Rodge,  (C.  D,^  1898,  480;  83 
O.G.,  1211,)  stated: 

Tbe  GominisBloDer  wks  rlgbt  Id  refoalog  to  entertain  the  irane  at  patent- 
ability. Tliat  tbe  question  of  patentability  of- tbe  claim  in  Interference  is  not 
iDTolved  therein  bas  been  time  and  again  decided.  {Huev  v.  Peters,  C.  D., 
189G,  Mft;  71  O.  Q.,  892;  e  App.  D.  C,  68.  71;  Doyle  t.  McRoberU,  C.  D.,  1807, 
413;  7&  O.  Q.,  1029;  10  App.  D.  C,  445,  467,  and  cases  cited  therein.) 

Alter  tbls  controTerey  shall,  bave  been  determined  tbe  question  of  patent- 
ability may  be  raised  in  tbe  Patent  Office  against  the  successful  party.  As  a 
Diatt^  of  foct  tbe  Commissioner,  thougb  refusing  to  take  cogniEance  of  the 
l^ue  of  patentability,  regarded  tlw  evidence  of  prior  Invention  and  public  use 
by  Leeds  as  eufflclently  important  to  require  bim  In  rendering  bis  decision  to 
direct  tbe  Primary  Examine  to  Inquire  Into  and  consider  the  question  of 
mtentablUty  when  the  matter  shall  again  come  before  blm.  Wbai  that  qnea- 
tlon  shall  be  raised.  Hill  wlU  have  no  other  Interest  in  Its  decision  than  as 
cme  of  the  general  public  whose  interests  are  under  tiie  protection  of  the  Gom- 
mlaaloner  of  Patents. 

In  the  present  interference  the  court  did  not  leave  open  for  fur- 
Uier  consideration  any  question  relating  to  priority  of  invention. 
Its  decision  affirming  the  holding  of  the  Commissioner  that  Wictor- 
sohn  is  the  prior  inventor  clearly  terminated  the  interference  and 
must  "  govern  the  future  proceedings  in  the  case."  (Sec  4914,  Rev. 
Stats.)  It  follows  that  the  Commissioner  has  no  autliority  to  reopen 
the  interference  and  is  without  jurisdiction  to  entertain  the  motion 
of  GueniflEet  et  al.  (In  re  Potts,  C.  D.,  1897,  342 ;  78  O.  G.,  2049 ;  166 
U.  S.,  263.) 

Having  reached  this  conclusion,  it  is  unnecessary  to  discuss  further 
the  merits  of  the  motion.  Whether  Wictorsohn  is  entitled  to  a 
patent  is  a  matter  for  further  ex  parte  consideration.  In  the  case 
of  Soiey  V.  Rolsclaw  (C.  D.,  1907,  465;  126  O.  G.,  3041)  the  Court 
of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  said : 

In  interferences  we  do  not  determine  whether  either  party  shall  receive  a 
patoit  The  qnesUOD  presented  to  us  is,  conceding  that  there  Is  a  iwtentabte 
Invention,  which  party  was  tbe  one  first  to  Invent  or  discover  the  same.  When 
an  interference  is  returned  to  tbe  Patent  Office  after  we  have  decided  the 
qoestlon  of  priority  it  Is  within  the  power  of  tbe  Gomuilssloner  of  Patents  to 
withhold  a  patent  from  the  successful  Interferant.  In  such  case  by  an  orderly 
systein  of  appeals  provided  by  tlie  statute  the  action  of  the  Commissioner  of 
Patents  ma;  be  reviewed  on  an  ea  parte  appeal. 

For  the  reaaona  stated  the  motion  for  dissolution  of  the  interfer- 
ence i»  diamissed. 


,,  Google 
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Hutchinson,  Piesce  &,  Co.  v.  Losvr. 

CANCELATION    PBOCEEDINO. 

DeoiAed  March  t,  1908. 
134  O.  G.,  256. 

1.  Tbadb-Marks — Cahcei^tion— Mabks  Not  Identical. 

Tbe  reglfitratlon  of  a  trade-mark  conslstlDg  of  a  comet  bavlng  tbe  r«pre- 
BMtatlon  of  a  star  at  Its  bead  Instead  of  tbe  usual  nebulous  maes  and 
associated  tberewltb  tbe  words  "Tbe  Comet"  will  not  be  canceled  upoa 
the  application  of  tbe  owner  of  tbe  registered  mark  "  Star"  for  tbe  same 
class  of  goods,  as  tberp  Is  no  sucb  near  resanblance  between  tbe  noarks 
as  to  cause  confusion  In  trade. 

2.  Saub — Saub — RiOBT  TO  Pbevent  Use  of  Habk  bt  Ahotheb  ir  OoiiBiifATioB 

WITH  OTHEB  Featcbeb. 
Tbe  owner  of  a  tecbnlcal  trade-mark  consisting  of  tbe  representation 
of  a  Btar  and  the  word  "  Star  "  has  no  such  right  tberein  as  would  warrant 
tbe  cancelation  by  tbe  Patent  Office  of  a  reglatered  mark  for  tbe  Mme 
class  of  goods  adopted  at  a  later  date  consisting  of  a  star  and  other 
features  forming  a  part  thereof  which  dearlr  distlngulabes  as  a  wbol* 
from  tbe  prior  mark. 

Apfeaii  from  Examiner  of  Interferences. 

TBADB-UABK  FOB  BHIBTS. 

Meatra.  Phelpa,  Evins  &  Eaat  and  Mr.  WUliam  Q.  Eenderaon  iKSt 
Hutchinson,  Pierce  &  Co,     {Mr.  Archibald  Cox  of  counsel.) 

Messrs.  Mason,  Fen/wick  t&  Lawrence  and  Mr.  L.  L.  MorriU  for 
Loewy. 

BiujNGS,  Assistant  Com/missioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Hutchinson,  Pierce  &,  Co.  from  a  decision  of 
the  Examiner  of  Interferences  dismissing  its  application  for  the  can- 
celation of  the  registered  mark  of  Joseph  Loewy,  N'o.  56,102,  August 
21,  1906,  for  dress-shirts. 

Appellant's  mark  was  registered  April  3, 1906,  No.  51,146.  It  con- 
sists of  the  representation  of  a  star  and  the  word  "  Star "  and  is 
applied  to  shirts,  shirt-waists,  and  blouses.  Appellee's  mark  is  de- 
scribed as  consisting  of  a  representation  of  a  comet  and  the  words 
"  The  Comet''  This  representation  as  it  appears  in  the  drawing 
forming  part  of  the  registration  is  not  of  the  usual  character.  A 
comet  is  ordinarily  represented  as  having  a  nebulous  head,  whereas 
in  appellee's  drawing  the  head  of  the  comet  consists  of  a  star  which 
is  given  great  prominence  with  respect  to  the  other  features  of  the 
mark. 

Appellant  seeks  the  cancelation  of  appellee's  mark,  alleging  that 
the  representation  of  a  star  and  the  word  "  Star  "  are  the  exclusive 
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property  of  appellant;  that  appellee's  use  of  the  represeotation  of  a 
star  is  an  unwarranted  invasion  of  appellant's  property  rights 
therein,  and  that  appellee  has  no  right  to  use  this  symbol  either  alone 
or  in  (XHubination  with  other  devices. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  appellant  was  the  first  to  adopt  - 
and  use  its  mark,  and  if  it  is  found  that  the  marks  of  appellant  and 
appellee  are  identical  it  would  follow  that  appellee  had  no  right  to 
use  his  mark  at  the  time  the  application  for  registration  was  filed. 

I  agree  with  the  conclusion  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  that 
the  marks  are  not  identical  and  that  there  is  no  such  near  resemblance 
between  them  as  to  be  likely  to  cause  confusion  in  trade.  Appellant's 
mark  consists,  as  above  stated,  of  the  representation  of  a  star  and  the 
word  "  Star,"  while  appellee's  mark  has  in  addition  to  the  repre- 
sentation of  a  star  a  streamer  representing,  it  is  said,  the  tail  of  a 
comet  and  the  words  "The  Comet"  printed  in  large  type.  These 
marks  give  an  entirely  different  impression  to  the  eye,  and  there 
seems  to  be  no  likelihood  that  appellee's  goods  would  be  referred  to 
as  "  Star  goods  "  instead  of  "  Comet  goods."  There  seems  to  be  no 
likelihood  of  confusion  either  in  the  appearance  of  the  marks  or  in 
the  sound  of  the  words  by  which  the  goods  of  the  respective  parties 
would  probably  be  referred  to. 

Appellant  makes  the  contention,  however,  that  as  it  has  the  ex- 
clusive right  to  the  use  of  the  mark  consisting  of  the  representation 
of  a  star  and  the  word  "  Star  "  no  other  person,  firm,  or  corporation 
has  the  right  to  use  the  representation  of  a  star  alone  or  with  acces- 
sories, no  matter  what  the  character  of  such  accessories  may  be.  A 
number  of  authorities  are  cited  in  support  of  this  contention.  These 
authorities  have  been  examined  in  connection  with  appellant's  argu- 
ment, but  it  is  believed  that  they  do  not  sustain  this  contention.  As 
I  understand  the  decisions  on  this  subject  they  go  no  further  than  to 
hdd  that  an  infringement  of  a  technical  mark  cannot  be  avoided  by 
the  use  of  accessories  which  do  not  form  part  of  the  mark  and  whidi 
do  not  in  fact  change  the  substantial  identity  of  the  mark.  One  of 
the  principal  decisions  relied  upon  by  appellant  is  the  case  of  Bass  d; 
Company  v.  Feigenspan,  (96  Fed.  Kep.,  206,  212,)  from  which  appel- 
lant gives  copious  extracts.     In  this  decision  the  Court  said : 

No  one  who  has  coonterfelted  a  legitimate  trade-mark  and  applied  tbe 
sparlooB  Rriabol  In  competition  wltb  tlie  genuine  can  avoid  the  charge  of  In- 
fringemEot  by  ahowlng  that  the  false  mark  has  In  practice  been  so  accom- 
panied <a  labels,  capsnleo,  or  other  accessories,  not  forming  part  of  It,  as 
to  render  it  nnllkely  that  the  public  haa  been  deceived.  *  *  *  A  aonnd 
pabltc  policy  requires  that  the  spurious  trade-mark  be  suppressed,  whether  It 
Is  or  Is  not  for  the  time  being  accompanied  by  such  accessories^  not  constitut- 
ing part  of  It,  aa  to  avoid  deception  or  render  It  unlikely. 

.,,Cooglc 
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The  court  carefully  poiots  out  in  this  decision  that  the  accessories 
used  by  the  infringer  did  not  conntitute  a  part  of  the  mark.  In  the 
pi-esent  case  the  features  of  appellee's  mark  referred  to  by  the  appel- 
lant as  accessories  form  an  actual  part  of  the  trade-mark,  and  in 
my  opinion  are  so  combined  with  the  representation  of  the  star 
whi<^  forms  the  head  of  the  comet  in  appellee's  mark  as  to  be  clearly 
distinguishable  in  appearance  from  that  of  the  appellant.  Further- 
more, there  would  seem  to  be  no  phonetic  confusion  between  the 
trade-marks  when  the  words  defining  the  same  are  spoken,  for  the 
appellee's  goods  would  probably  be  known  as  "  The  Comet "  goods, 
and  the  appellant's  goods  would  be  known  by  no  other  name  than 
the  "  Star." 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  is  affirmed. 


Johnson  v.  Brandau. 

OPPosmON. 

Decides  April  2!,,  1909. 

134  O.  G..  257. 

1.  Trade-Mabrs — Optobitioh — Ubb  of  AccBSeOBiEs  bt  Aetotheb. 

Section  S  of  tbe  Trade-Mark  Act  permlta  the  registration  of  a  mark 
tbe  coDtrolllnK  and  dlatlD^pjIslitng  feature  of  wblcta  Is  an  arbitrary  Bxiobol, 
altbough  aucb  aymbol  la  accompanied  by  accemorlei  wblcb  In  tbemiielvee 
are  not  registrable,  and  tbe  use  by  the  opposer  of  aacb  non-regletrable 
accesBorlee  prior  to  applicant's  ase  of  his  mark  does  not  defeat  the  latter's 
light  of  retcistratlon. 

2,  Saub — "Asbestos  "— Descriptive. 

The  word  "Asbestos"  as  applied  to  shoes  made  of  leather  and  airtKstoa 
Is  clearly  desert ptlv& 

Appeal  from  Examiner  of  Interferences. 


Mr.  Henry  C.  Mulligan  and  Messrs.  Robertson  <&  Johnson  for 
Johnson. 

Mr.  Samuel  E.  Thomas  and  Mr.  George  G.  Shoemaker  ior 
Brandau. 

BiLLiNOB,  Aasisfant  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences 
sustaining  a  demurrer  of  the  applicant,  Adam  Brandau,  to  ft  notice 
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of  opposition  filed  by  Charles  W.  Johnaon  diamissing  the  notice  of 
opposition  and  holding  that  the  former  is  entitled  to  register  his 

The  mark  of  the  applicant  consists  of  the  picture  of  a  mule  having 
the  words  "Asbestos"  and  "Fireproof"  printed  thereacross  and  the 
words  "A.  Brandau's"  printed  above  and  the  words  "Holder's 
Shoes  "  below  the  same. 

The  grounds  of  opposition  are  stated  as  follows: 

I  hare  used  tbe  word  "Asbestos"  as  applied  to  boots  and  sboes  manufac- 
tnred  of  leather  of  heat-resisting  and  fireproof  qualities  contlDiiouslj  staice 
early  in  1003  as  a  trade-name,  and  have  had  the  name  "  Asbestos  Shoe  "  r^s- 
^red  under  the  laws  of  many  of  tbe  States.  Mj  shoe  has  been  known  from 
tbe  first,  as  the  "  Asbestos  Shoe." 

The  shoes  manufactured  by  me  have  be^i  deelgued  especially  for  tbe  motd^'s 
trade  and  are  well  known  to  tbe  trade  as  "The  Moldera'  Original  Asbestos 
Shoe."  I  am  informed  sad  believe  that  the  said  Adam  Brandau  well  knew  of 
my  sole  and  excluslTs  use  of  the  word  "Asbestos"  as  a  trade-name  applied  to 
boots  and  shoes;  that  he  used  this  word  or  a  word  or  character  of  similar  ap- 
pearance as  a  pert  of  the  trade-mark  for  which  he  has  made  application  for 
registration  for  the  purpose  of  securing  trade  already  eetablished  by  me  among 
molders  for  my  "  asbestos  shoe." 

The  applicant  demurred  to  the  notice  of  opposition  on  the  grounds 
that  the  words  "Asbestos"  and  "Asbestos  Shoe"  taken  alone  are 
either  descriptive  or  deceptive,  and  therefore  cannot  be  segregated 
for  trade-mark  purposes  and  that  the  word  "Asbestos"  cannot  be 
regarded  as  the  essential  part  of  applicant's  mark. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  sustained  the  demurrer,  holding 
that  the  word  "Asbestos"  was  clearly  descriptive  as  used  by  the 
applicant,  that  as  used  by  the  opposer  it  was  either  descriptive  or 
deceptive,  and  that — 


■  *  *  as  the  only  matter  In  common  use  by  the  parties  cannot  be  exclu- 
sively appropriated  by  either,  but  Is  a  word  which  every  one  Is  entitled  to  use. 
It  Is  not  aeea  that  the  opposer  can  be  damaged  by  the  r^lstratlon  of  the  ai^ll- 
canf  B  mark  which  contains  this  word  as  an  element. 

The  applicant  states  in  his  application  for  registration  that  he  uses 
bis  mark  on  shoes  manufactured  of  leather  and  asbestos.  The  word 
"Asbestos"  as  applied  to  such  shoes  is  therefore  clearly  descriptive. 
The  opposer  docs  not  state  the  material  employed  by  him  except  by 
saying  that  his  goods  are  made  of  leather  of  heat-resisting  and  fire- 
proof qualities.  His  use  of  tbe  word  is,  however,  descriptive,  whether 
he  employs  asbestos  in  making  the  shoes  or  renders  his  leather  heat 
resisting  in  some  other  way.  In  the  first  case  the  word  would  de- 
scribe one  of  the  constituents  and  in  tiie  second,  from  the  well-known 
qnalities  of  asbestos,  would  indicate  that  the  shoe  was  made  of  a  heat- 
resisting  material. 
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Section  5  of  the  TrBde-Mark  Act  of  February  20,  1905,  provides 
that  no  mark  by  which  the  goods  of  the  owner  of  the  mark  may  be 
distinguished  from  other  goods  of  the  same  class  shall  be  refused 
registration  as  a  trade-mark  on  account  of  the  nature  of  the  mark 
unless  such  mark  comprises  certain  stated  prohibited  features,  and 
provides  further  that  no  mark  which  consists — 

•  •  •  merely  Id  words  or  devices  which  nre  descrlptlTe  of  the  goods  with 
whicli  they  are  used  or  ot  the  cbanicler  or  quality  ol  such  goods  •  •  • 
shall  be  registered  under  the  terms  ot  this  act 

By  virtue  of  this  provision  of  the  statute  registration  of  a  trade- 
mark is  permitted  where  the  controlling  and  distinguishing  feature 
of  the  mark  is  an  arbitrary  symbol,  although  such  symbol  may  be 
accompanied  by  accessories  which  in  themselves  are  not  registrable. 
This  being  the  case,  it  follows  that  although  the  opposer  may  show 
that  he  has  used  the  word  "Asbestos  "  since  1903,  which  is  prior  to 
the  alleged  date  of  adoption  of  the  applicant's  mark,  in  connection 
with  goods  of  the  same  descriptive  properties  as  those  sold  by  the 
applicant  such  use  would  not  prevent  the  registration  by  the  latter 
of  a  mark  which  included  the  word  "Asbestos"  merely  as  a  descrip- 
tive and  subordinate  feature,  since  any  manufacturer  of  asbestos 
goods  has  the  right  to  describe  his  goods  by  that  term,  and  the  in- 
clusion of  this  word  by  the  applicant  in  his  trade-mark  would  not 
cause  legal  damage  to  the  opposer. 

The  decision  in  Kutroff  v.  CasseUa  Color  Co.,  (C.  D.,  1907,  225; 
129  O.  G.,  3159,)  cited  by  the  opposer,  is  not  in  point,  as  the  marks 
there  involved  were  descriptive  and  registration  was  sought  under  the 
"  ten-year  "  proviso  of  section  5  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act,  while  in  the 
present  case  the  mark  claimed  by  the  applicant  is  presented  for  regis- 
tration as  a  technical  trade-mark. 

The  second  ground  of  the  notice  of  opposition  raises  a  question  of 
unfair  competition,  which  it  is  well  settled  will  not  be  considered  in 
an  opposition  proceeding. 

It  is  also  urged  by  the  opposer  that  the  applicant  having  admitted 
by  his  demurrer  that  the  word  "  Asbestos  "  is  descriptive  registrati(Hi 
of  the  mark  should  be  refused.  This  is  not  one  of  the  grounds  of 
opposition,  and  the  question  ie  not,  therefore,  before  me;  but  it  may 
be  noted  that  applicant  is  not  seeking  to  register  the  word  "Asbestos  " 
alone.  Upon  the  contrary,  the  word  "Asbestos  "  as  disclosed  in  the 
applicant's  mark  is  merely  an  accessory  and  not  the  controlling  fea- 
ture of  the  mark. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  is  affirmed. 
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BoBEBTBOS,  Sanderson  &  Company,  Ltd.  v.  ChabijES  Dennehy  & 
Company. 

thade-mabk  interfere ncb. 

Bedded  April  S8,  190%. 

134  O.  G^  613. 

L  I^IDB-MABKB "  MOTJHTAIN    DEW  " DUCBIFTIVB. 

Tbe  words  "  Mountain  Dew "  as  a  trade-mark  for  nbleky  Eeld  to  be 
descriptive  In  ctiaracter,  and  therefore  not  registrable,   theee  words  as 
commoDl;  used  meaning  wblsk;  or  a  partlcnlar  hind  of  whisky. 
2.  Saiii — Appucatioh — Axluation    or    EtzcLcsm    Usb — CoNSUtBKATion    ab 
Tgcentoal  Mask. 

Tbe  amendment  of  a  trade-mark  application  by  tbe  addition  of  a  state- 
ment tbat  tbe  mark  has  been  in  exclusive  use  b;  the  applicant  (or  ten  years 
next  preceding  tbe  passage  of  tbe  Trade-Mark  Act  after  refusal  to  register 
tbe  mark  as  a  technical  mark  will  not  preclude  consideration  on  appeal  on 
priority  of  tbe  question  whether  tbe  mark  Is  in  fact  a  technical  mark. 

On  Appeal. 

WHISKT. 

Meaare.  Kerr,  Page  <6  Cooper  and  Mr.  Marcellut  Bailey  for  Robert- 
son, Sanderson  &  Company,  Ltd. 
Mr.  Arthur  E.  Wallace  for  Charles  Dennehy  &  Company. 

MooBE,  Convmissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Robertson,  Sanderson  &  Company,  Ltd.,  from 
the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  holding  that  Charles 
Dennehy  &  Company  were  the  first  to  adopt  and  use  and  are  entitled 
to  register  the  words  "  Mountain  Dew  "  as  a  trade-mark  for  whisky. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  found  that  the  use  of  the  mark 
claimed  by  Robertson,  Sanderson  &  Company  in  Scotland  since  1846 
is  immaterial  in  this  proceeding  and  that  the  earliest  date  of  adoption 
and  use  available  to  them  is  1894,  when,  according  to  the  testimony, 
their  "  Mountain  Dew  "  whisky  was  sold  in  this  country  by  the  firm 
of  Raoul,  Duval,  Stevens  &  Hall  of  New  York  City,  with  whom  they 
entered  into  a  contract  in  said  year  to  represent  them  in  the  United 
States.  Charles  Dennehy  &.  Company  he  found  entitled  to  a  dat«  of 
adoption  and  use  some  years  earlier  than  the  date  accorded  to  Bobert- 
scffi,  Sanderson  &,  Company,  Ltd.,  and  he,  therefore,  awarded  priority 
in  favor  of  the  former. 

The  correctness  of  these  conclusions  is  not  seriously  disputed;  but 
Robertson,  Sanderson  &  Company,  Ltd.,  strenuously  contend  that 
Charles  Dennehy  &  Company  are  not  entitled  to  register  the  mark 
because  it  is  descriptive  in  character  when  applied  to  whisky,  and 
they  have  not  had  the  ten  years  exclusive  use  necessary  to  entitle 
them  to  register  it  under  the  ten-year  proviso  of  the  Trade-Mark  A;*!''. 
69026— H.  Doc.  1349, 60-2 9  '^ 
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Appellees  contend,  on  the  other  hand,  that  th«  qnestitm  ot  tlie 
ftllnged  descriptive  character  of  the  mark  should  not  be  considered 
on  thi^  appeal,  upon  the  ground  that  it  is  here  raised  lor  the  first 
time. 

The  ground  advanced  in  support  of  this  latter  contention  appears 
to  be  based  on  an  error  of  fact.  The  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks  in 
his  first  action  on  the  application  of  Charles  Dennehy  &  Company 
refused  registration  on  the  ground  that  the  term  "  Mountain  Dew  " 
is  a  common  name  applied  to  whisky  and  possesses  nothing  of  a  trade- 
mark character.  In  response  to  this  action  Charles  Dennehy  &  Com- 
pany filed  a  substitute  declaration  containing  the  allegation  of  ten 
years  exclusive  use,  accompanied  by  a  letter  stating  that  the  case  was 
brought  within  the  ten-year  clause  by  said  substitute  declaration. 
■While  the  matter  was  not  discussed  in  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences,  this  may  be  for  the  reason  that  he  considered  the 
question  immaterial  under  the  Office  ruling,  prevailing  at  that  time, 
that  the  requirement  of  ten  years  exclusive  use  of  the  statut«  was  sat- 
isfactory, if  the  riglit  to  exclude  existed  during  that  time.  Counsel 
for  Robertson,  Sanderson  &  Company,  Ltd.,  filed  no  brief  at  the 
hearing  before  the  Examiner  of  Interferences,  but  he  alleges  in  an 
affidavit  filed  October  18,  1907,  that  he  called  the  attention  of  the 
Examiner  of  Interferences  to  this  matter  in  his  oral  argument.  More- 
over the  record  shows  that  appellants  raised  the  question  in  a  motion 
to  dissolve  the  interference,  which  was  refused  transmission  by  the 
Examiner  of  Interferences;  also  that  they  served  notice  upon  the 
appellees  on  November  30,  1907,  that  the  matter  would  be  urged 
upon  this  appeal. 

The  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  in  Worcester 
Brev'ing  Corporation  v.  Renter  &  Company  {post,  329;  133  O.  G., 
1190)  and  in  Kentucky  DistiUeriea  <6  Warehouse  Co.  v.  The  Old 
Leirington  Club  Distilling  Company  {post,  417;  135  O.  G.,  220)  con- 
sidered and  passed  upon  the  registrability  of  the  marks  involved 
in  those  cases,  both  as  technical  trade-marks  and  under  the  ten-year 
proviso. 

It  was  held  by  me  in  the  case  of  L.  W.  Levy  t&  Company  v.  Vri 
(C.  D.,  1907,  386;  131  O.  G.,  1687)  that  the  inclusion  in  the  declara- 
tion of  the  additional  averments  necessary  to  secure  re^stration  under 
the  ten-year  proviso  does  not  operate  to  limit  an  applicant  to  regis- 
tration under  said  proviso,  providing  it  is  found  that  the  mark  is 
in  fact  a  technical  mark.  This  case  is  now  pending  on  appeal  before 
the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia ;  but  whether  this 
holding  is  sustained  by  the  court  is  immaterial  in  disposing  of  the 
present  case,  in  view  of  the  conclusion  reached  hereinafter  that  ap- 
pellant's mark  is  not  a  technical  trade-mark. 

b.  Google 
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For  the  rsasons  anil  in  view  of  the  decisions  cited  Kbore  considera- 
tioD  will  be  given  to  the  r^istrability  of  the  mark  in  'qnestitw,  both 
as  a  technical  trade-nuirk  and  under  the  ten-year  provisa 

The  question  of  wbethw  the  w<H'ds  "  Mountain  Dew  "  when  ap- 
pbed  to  whisky  are  "  deecriptive  of  the  goods  with  which  they  are 
used  or  of  the  character  or  quality  of  such  goods  "  so  as  to  render 
them  ineligible  to  registration  as  a  technical  trade-mark  under  the 
first  part  of  section  5  of  the  Trade- Mark  Act  will  be  considered  first. 
.Judicial  notice  is  tak^i  of  the  fact  that  it  is  a  matter  of  common 
knowledge  that  the  term  *'  Mountain  Dew "  means  whiE^  and  is 
defined  in  the  Centurt/,  Worceater,  Wehater,  and  Standard  Diction- 
aries as  follows: 

Uonntaln  dew. — Wblekey,  eepeclally  Highland  wblskey.     (Scotch.) 

"The  shepherds  who  had  all  come  dowD  from  the  mountain  heights  and  were 
collected  together  (not  wtthont  a  quench  of  the  monntnln  dew  or  water  of 
life)  In  a  large  shed."  J.  Wilson,  Lightt  and  Bhadowt  of  Scottith  lAJe, 
p.  305.    iCentvry  Dictionary,  edition  of  1890.) 

Homitaln  dew. — Scotch  Hl^land  whlskr  that  has  paid  no  doty,  (lForc«(cr 
Dktionan/,  edlttona  of  1860  and  1902.) 

HomtalB  dew. — Genuine  Scotch  whisky;  so  called  as  being  often  aecretly 
distilled  tn  the  mountains  of  Scotland.  {Webtter't  Unabridgei  Dictionary, 
edition  of  1872.) 

Komitain  dew. — Illlcttljr-dlstllled  whisky;  so  called  from  being  very  connnonly 
made  among  the  mountains.     {Btand«rd  DMiottarg,  edition  of  1895.) 

It  is  unnecessary  to  cite  others  than  these  commonly-accepted 
authorities,  which  are  conveniently  at  hand.  They  show  conclusively 
that  the  words  "  Mountain-Dew  "  commonly  mean  whisky  or  a  par- 
ticular kind  of  whisky. 

It  is  noted,  moreover,  that  the  witness,  Thomas  C.  Dennehy,  the 
secretary  and  treasurer  of  Charles  Dennehy  &  Company,  who  testi- 
fied in  behalf  of  said  concern,  makes  the  following  admission  on 
cross-examination : 

X-Q.  20.  Can  yon  tell  me  bow  the  Srm  of  Charles  Dennehy  came  to  use  the 
najue  of  "  Monntatn  Dew  "  for  blended  whisky? 

A.  It  was  suggested  by  an  Irish  salesman  we  had.  The  words  or  the  com- 
bination of  words  "  Mountain  Dew  "  In  Ireland  are  suggestive  of  whisky. 

X-Q,  21.  Then  you  had  previously  known  of  the  use  of  the  term  "Mountain 
Deir  "  in  Ireland  as  a  name  for  wblskyl 

A.  Im,  sir. 

It  follows  from  the  authorities  cited  and  the  testimony  quoted 
that  the  mark  is  descriptive  of  the  goods  upon  which  it  is  used  and 
cannot  under  the  statute  be  registered  as  a  technical  trade-mark  for 
whisky.  Consequently  if  the  mark  is  registrable  at  all  it  must  be 
under  the  tm-year  proviso  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act.  This  clause  has 
been  recently  construed  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of 
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Columbia  in  the  case  of  Worcester  BrexDtng  Corporaiion  v.  Renter  <fi 
Comfony  {post,  329;  133  O.  Q^  1190)  as  follows: 

We  tblob  that  the  Commlarioner  of  Fatenta  erred  In  holding  that  the  word 
"  excluBlTe,"  ae  need  In  the  proviso  of  section  S,  meana  **  th«  tUibt  to  exclude." 
It  hag  no  refereDce  to  aoy  right  poaBcoacd  b;  the  naer.  Since  the  word  did 
not  constitute  a  technical  trade-mark,  no  right  to  exclude  conld  be  asaerted. 
Inasmuch  ae  the  word  is  used  In  the  statute  In  connection  with  the  words 
"  actual  use  "  and  both  expresatons  are  used  to  quall^  the  special  right  con- 
ferred by  this  provision  of  the  act,  we  hold  that  an  actual  uae  must  be  shown 
to  have  been  poasessed  and  enjoyed  by  the  applicant  to  the  sole  excluMon  of 
all  others.  The  use  could  not  be  excluBtve  If,  during  the  period.  It  appears  that 
another  was  tislng  the  same  word  as  a  trade-mark  upon  the  same  character  of 
goods. 

Also  in  the  case  of  The  Natural  Food  Company  v.  Williams,  {post, 
320;  133  O.  G.,  232,)  where  the  Court  said: 

Since  these  words  accurately  and  aptly  describe  an  article  of  food,  which 
accordlag  to  the  testimony  hna  beoi  produced  by  Williams  and  others  for 
more  than  tea  years.  It  follows  that  they  are  descriptive  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute,  and  that  they  cannot  be  appropriated  as  a  trade-mark  by  appellant 
unless  It  has  been  the  exclusive  user  of  the  words  during  the  toi-year  period. 

Appellees  hare  not  possessed  and  enjoyed  the  actual  use  of  (he 
mark  "  to  the  sole  exclusion  of  all  others  "  during  the  ten-year  period 
necessary  to  entitle  them  to  registration  under  this  proviso,  for  the 
evidence  clearly  establishes,  as  found  by  the  Examiner  of  Inter- 
ferences, tiiat  appellants  have  sold  whisky  bearing  the  mark  in  ques- 
tion continuously  in  this  country  since  1894. 

For  the  reasons  heretofore  stated  it  is  held  that  Robert  Sanderson 
&  Co.,  Ltd.,  are  not  entitled  to  register  the  mark  of  the  issue  because 
they  were  not  the  first  to  adopt  and  use  the  mark  in  this  country ;  also, 
that  Charles  Dennehy  &  Company  are  not  entitled  to  register  said 
mark  as  a  technical  trade-mark  because  of  its  descriptive  character, 
nor  under  the  ten-year  proviso,  for  the  reason  that  they  have  not  had 
the  necessary  ten  years  exclusive  use. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  holding  Charles 
Denneky  <&  Company  entitled  to  register  the  "mark  of  the  issve  mitst 
be  reversed,  since  neither  party  is  found  entitled  to  register  said  mark. 


nOELn-PHEDOCK    MANUFACHintlNa    CoUPANY    V.    ThE    UdELL    W0BK8. 
OPPOSITION. 

Dedied  AptU  6,  1908. 

184  O.  O..  614. 

Tbade-Habks — "  BxcKLsioH  " — Use  oh  Abticle  Covuid  bt  Patkkts— BrrBcr  of 

EXPIBATION  OF  PATinTS. 

Where  a  manufacturer  sold  several  types  of  step-ladders  «nt>odytng 
features  covered  by  several  patents  owned  by  him.  to  each  of  which  types 


DECISIONS  OF  THE  OOMMISSIONEB  OF  PATENTS.  121 

a  dlCFerent  trade-mark  was  applied,  one  of  sucb  marks  does  not  become 
public  property  upon  th«  expiration  ol  the  pateota  where  It  apiiears  tbat  it 
was  never  tiaed  as  a  generic  and  Identifying  name  ol  Mep-laddera  of  bis 


Appbai.  from  Examiner  of  Interferences. 


Sfesars.  Hopkins  tfe  Eui&s  and  Mr.  WtiUam  If.  Cromwell  for  Udell- 
Predock  Mfg.  Co. 

Mes»rs.  Bradford  t&  Hood  and  Mr.  Ernest  W.  Bradford  for  The 
Udell  Works. 

Bn^LiNoa,  Assistant  Cofwmlssioner: 

T\3i&  is  an  appeal  by  the  Udell-Predock  Manufacturing  Company 
frmn  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  dismissing  its 
notice  of  opposition  and  holding  that  the  Udell  Works  is  entitled  to 
roister  the  mark  for  which  it  made  application. 

The  mark  in  issne  is  the  word  "  Excelsior  "  as  applied  to  step- 
ladders. 

The  opposition  is  based  on  the  grotind  that  the  word  "  Excelsior  " 
was  originally  applied  by  Calvin  G.  Udell,  a  predecessor  in  business 
of  the  applicant,  to  step-ladders  of  the  same  type  as  those  now  manu- 
factured by  the  applicant,  that  these  step-ladders  were  made  in  ac- 
cordance with  certain  patents  granted  to  Calrin  G.  Udell,  and  that 
these  patmta  having  expired  the  applicant  is  not  entitled  to  the 
exclusive  use  of  the  mark,  under  the  rule  of  law  laid  down  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  June 
Mfg.  Co.,  (C.  D.,  1896,  687;  75  O.  G.,  1703;  163  U.  S.,  168.) 

From  the  testimony  it  appears  that  Calvin  G.  Udell  took  out  sev- 
eral patents  for  improvements  in  step-ladders  between  1870  and  1884 
and  tiiat  he  manufactured  step-ladders  made  in  accordance  with 
these  patents  and  that  he  was  succeeded  in  business  by  A.  A.  Barnes, 
who  was  in  turn  succeeded  by  The  Udell  Works,  the  present  appli- 
cant. It  appears  further  that  Calvin  Q.  Udell  adopted  the  mark  in 
issue  and  applied  it  to  a  step-ladder  embodying  some  of  the  features 
of  several  of  these  patents  and  that  other  marks  were  adopted  for 
other  styles  of  ladders  embodying  some  of  tlie  features  of  these  and 
other  patents,  these  marks  being  "  Model,"  "  Eclipse,"  "Anchor,"  and 
"  Globe." 

In  his  decision  disposing  of  certain  objections  to  the  answer  the 
Examiner  of  Interferences  correctly  stated  what  cases  come  within 
the  ruling  in  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  June  Mfg.  Co.,  sujn-a,  in  the  follow- 
ing language: 

In  order  to  bring  this  case  witbin  the  ruling  o*  tbe  Singer  Manufacturlnff 
Compaum  T.  Jwte  UanttfactitiHng  Oompany,  aupra.  It  must  be  shown  that  tbe 
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mark  In  Issue  iras  the  generic  and  IdentlfyiiiK  Beme  of  tbe  Inrentton  shown 
In  said  patents.  Tlie  decisions  do  not  go  so  far  as  to  bold  that  evef?  trade- 
Biark  used  In  connectioB  wltb  a  patented  article  beoomes  pnbltc  propertr  upon 
the  expiration  of  the  patent,  but  that  such  Is  the  case  only  wh«»  tbe  mark 
applied  to  the  patented  article  became  tbe  generic  and  Identifying  name  of  sack 
articles. 

The  mark  in  issue  never  became  such  a  generic  and  identifying 
name.  As  pointed  out  above,  Calvin  G,  Udell  manufactured  several 
different  types  of  step-ladders  all  embodying  features  of  his  patents, 
and  the  mark  in  issue  was  applied  to  only  one  type.  There  is  no 
proof  that  the  public  has  come  to  rect^nise  what  may  be  called  the 
'*  Udell  construction  "  by  the  word  "  Excelsior,"  and  this  cannot  be 
presumed. 

It  must  be  held,  therefore,  that  on  the  expiration  of  the  Udell  pat- 
ents the  word  "  Excelsior  "  as  applied  to  step-ladders  did  not  become 
public  property. 

T?ie  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  is  affirmed. 


Hansen  v.  Inlanv  Trra  FofUNoKT, 

OPPOSITION. 

Bedded  AprU  9,  130%. 
134  O.  a,  776. 

1.  Tr&ob-Mahks — OpposmoH — Notice  or  AuERDMrRTs. 

Where  the  allegations  of  a  notice  of  oppotillloii  were  snflclnt,  If  true,  to 
defeat  the  Bp[dlcatlon  for  reglstratloa.  an  amendment  which  Mt  forth  that 
tbs  oppoaet  believed  be  wonld  be  damaged  by  the  registration  was  ftti>fftt\j 
allowed. 

2.  Same — Saue — Jukisdiction  of  EIxauineb  or  Interpuerceb. 

A  Judgment  was  rendered  against  tbe  opposer  for  failure  to  file  a  repli- 
cation within  the  time  set,  and  within  tbe  linilt  of  appeal  from  such 
decMen  a  replication  and  a  motion  to  set  the  Jodgmeut  aside  w«re  Hied. 
Held  that  tbe  case  was  In  the  Jurisdiction  of  tbe  BsamlDer  of  laterferenew 
until  tbe  expiration  of  the  limit  of  ^peal,  and  It  was  within  hla  dlscretloo 
to  reopen  tbe  case. 

3.  Saue— Saue — "  Standabd  Line"  Descriptive. 

The  words  "  Standard  IJne  "  as  apjilled  to  type  made  according  to  tbe 
"lining  system"  are  descriptive  and  cannot  be  registered  as  a  technical 
trade-mark. 

4.  Saub — Same — ItMisnATioif  Undbk  the  "Teh-Ybab"  Pbottbo. 

The  erldence  coaaldered  and  Held  to  show  that  applicant  did  not  ponstsi 
and  enjoy  the  actual  use  of  the  mark  "  to  the  sole  exclusion  of  all  others  ** 
during  the  ten-year  period  necessary  to  entitle  btm  to  reglstratloa  under 
the  ten-year  proviso. 

Appeal  from  Examiner  of  Interferences,  '      '       o 
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TKADE-llASK  TOB  PllITRBS'  TTPE. 

Messrs.  Crosby  &  Gregory  for  Hansen. 

Messrs.  Carr  t&  Carr  uid  Mr,  E.  S.  Glarkson  for  Inland  Type 
Foundry. 

HoocB,  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  Inland  Type  Foundry  from  the  decision9 
of  the  Ex&miner  of  Interferences  sustaining  the  opposition  of  Hans 
C.  Hansen  and  adjudging  that  appellant  is  not  entitled  to  register 
the  words  "  Standard  line  "  as  a  trade-mark  for  printers'  type. 

The  notice  of  opposition  as  originally  filed  did  not  contain  the 
jurisdictitmal  avennent  that  the  opposer  "  believed  he  would  be 
damaged  by  the  registration  of  the  mark  "  nor  did  it  allege  any  fact 
from  which  it  would  necessarily  follow  that  he  would  be  damaged. 
In  so  far  as  it  set  forth  any  allegations  of  fact  upon  this  jurisdictional 
qucetioQ  it  is  contained  in  paragraphs  10  and .  11  of  the  notice  of 
opposition,  which  read  as  follows: 

(10)  That  aiipllcant  Is  not  entitled  to  register  said  mark  because  70nr  peti- 
tioner, as  well  as  a  number  of  other  typa-maDufactiirere  In  tbe  United  States, 
are  and  a1w«7S  have  been  entitled  to  use  tbe  said  pbraee  "  Standard  Lime"  In 
connection  witli  type  manntactured  by  them. 

(11)  That  It  ia  and  alwaja  has  tteen  the  universal  and  common  custom  of 
irarchawrs  aod  naera  throughout  the  country  of  type  made  on  a  standard  line 
to  designate  such  type  by  the  descriptive  phrase  "  Standard  Line,"  and  to  order 
aad  deatcnate  type  of  petitioner  and  of  other  type-founders  in  the  United 
ttatea  by  aach  natae. 

Appellant  demurred  to  the  notice  of  opposition  upon  the  ground, 
unong  otbers,  that  it  did  not  contain  such  an  averment  nor  set  forth 
mch  facts  as  would  warrant  the  Patent  Office  in  taking  jurisdiction 
(hereof.  Th^  ground  of  the  d^nurrer  was  sustained  by  the  Exam- 
iner of  Interferences,  but  the  opposer  was  given  permission  to  amend 
his  notice  of  opposition.  As  amended  the  opposition  contains  the 
following  allegations  upon  this  question : 

(9)  That  the  petitioner  verily  believes  that  he  will  be  damaged  by  the 
K^atntion  of  the  mark  in  question. 

(10)  That  the  petitioner  has  used  tbe  said  mnrk  uron  and  hi  connection 
with  type  manufactored  and  sold  by  him  in  the  United  States  without  license 
trota  tbe  applicant,  and  at  various  times  within  tbe  tea  years  prior  to  the 
panage  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  190S. 

A  demurrw  to  these  all^^tions  of  the  amended  notice  of  opposi- 
tion was  overruled  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences. 

Appellant  contends  that  the  original  notice  of  opposition  was 
fatally  defective  in  omitting  a  jurisdictional  averment  and  that  the 
order  of  the  Patent  CMIce  authorizing  its  insertion  by  amendment 
after  the  statutory  period  of  thirty  days  was  void.  C  ooolc 
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While  it  is  apparentl;  true  that  the  notice  of  opposititHi  as  filed 
was  defective  in  that  it  did  not  set  forth  facts  showing  an  interest 
from  which  damage  might  be  inferred,  it  is  believed  that  it  was 
within  the  discretion  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  to  permit  the 
amendment  made  by  the  opposer.  {Mcllhenny'a  Son  v.  New  Iberia 
Extract  of  Tabasco  Pepper  Co.  Ltd.,  post,  325;  133  O.  G.,  9&5,  and 
the  decision  cited  in  the  following  paragraph.) 

In  (he  case  of  Battle  Creek  Sanitanum  Company  v.  FiiUer  the 
Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  said,  in  a  decision  ren- 
dered March  9,  1908,  {post,  370;  134  O.  G.,  1299:) 

The  Btiamlner  of  Interfer^ices  OTerroled  sronads  1,  2,  and  4  of  tbe  demurrer, 
but  BDBtalned  gronnda  3  and  6.  Without  aakiog  leave  to  amend  tbe  allegatioaa 
of  the  opposition  to  which  the  said  objections  applied,  the  opponent  appealed 
to  tbe  Commissioner.  The  Commissioner  affirmed  the  decision  and  dented  tbe 
opponent  leave  to  amend  the  opposition  In  order  that  It  might  allege  tbe  use  of 
the  trade.marh  by  It  upon  its  merchandise.  This  objection  was  called  to  tbe 
attention  of  the  opponent  by  tbe  fifth  ground  of  demurrer,  and  the  appropriate 
time  to  ask  leave  to  amend  was  when  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  sustained 
that  grouad  of  the  demurrCT.  When  tbe  case  came  before  the  Conuuissioner 
on  appeal  It  was  discretionary  vfltb  him  to  allow  or  to  refuse  the  leave  to 
amend.  Under  the  conditions  stated  there  was  no  nbuse  of  that  discretion, 
and  we  need  not  pause  to  consider  whether  such  an  amendment,  setting  op  a 
new  ground  of  opposition,  would  be  equivalent  to  a  new  opposition,  and  there- 
fore not  permissible  because  tbe  period  within  which  opposition  can  be  made 
bad  elapsed. 

This  decision  clearly  states  that  "  the  appropriate  time  to  ask  leave 
to  amend  was  when  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  sustained  that 
ground  of  the  demurrer  "  arid  indicates  that  "  it  was  discretionary 
with  him  to  allow  or  refuse  leave  to  amend  "  unless  "  the  new  ground 
of  opposition  would  be  equivalent  to  a  new  opposition."  It  is 
thought  that  the  amendment  permitted  by  the  Examiner  of  Inter- 
ferences was  not  equivalent  to  a  new  opposition.  The  allegations  in 
the  original  notice,  if  true,  were  sufficient  to  defeat  appellant's  appli- 
cation for  registration.  The  amendment  merely  permitted  the  op- 
poser  to  show  that  he  came  within  the  class  of  persons  entitled  to  file 
oppositions  under  section  6  of  tbe  Trade-Mark  Act.  {Robertson  v. 
Crease,  97  U.  S.,  646.) 

Appellant  further  contends  that  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  set  aside  his  judgment  of  September  18,  1906,  dis- 
missing the  opposition,  because  of  the  failure  of  Hansen  to  file  his 
replication  within  the  time  set.  On  the  day  this  judgment  was 
rendered  Hansen  filed  his  replication,  together  with  a  motion  that 
said  judgment  be  set  aside.  The  case  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
tbe  Examiner  of  Interferences  until  the  limit  of  appeal,  October  8, 
1906,  had  expired,  and  it  was  clearly  within  his  discretion  within 
this  time  to  reopen  the  case.  {Richards  v.  Memtur,  C.  D.,  1905,  595; 
114  O.  G.,  1831 ;  Donning  v.  Fisher,  C.  D.,  1906,  524;  125  O.  G.,  2765. 
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In  grounds  10  and  11  of  his  reasons  for  appeal  appellant  contends 
that  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  erred  in  overruling  its  motions  to 
supress  testimony  taken  in  behalf  of  the  opposer.  It  is  unnecessary  to 
recite  these  numerous  motions  in  full.  They  have  been  discussed  in 
detail  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  in  his  decision.  One  of  these 
motions  asks  for  the  suppression  of  all  the  testimony  taken  by  the 
opposer,  for  the  reason  that  the  Patent  Office  has  no  jurisdiction  of 
the  case.  In  view  of  the  conclusion  reached  above  that  this  Office  has 
such  jurisdiction  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  deny- 
ing this  motion  must  be  affirmed.  The  action  of  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  denying  another  of  these  motions  was  affirmed  in  a  de- 
cision of  the  Commissioner  on  April  5, 1907.  No  reasons  are  set  forth 
which  would  justify  a  reconsideration  of  said  decision.  From  a 
careful  consideration  of  the  contentions  made  by  appellant  and  of  the 
decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  I  am  of  the  opinion  that 
the  other  motions  to  suppress  were  also  properly  denied,  for  the 
reasons  stated  by  him. 

Concerning  the  merits  of  the  case,  the  contention  of  appellant  ap- 
pears to  be  that  it  is  entitled  to  the  registration  of  the  mark  in  ques- 
tion as  a  technical  trade-mark,  but  that  if  not  entitled  to  register  the 
mark  as  a  technical  trade-mark  it  is  still  entitled  to  register  the  mark 
under  the  ten-year  proviso  of  section  6  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act. 

The  declaration  filed  as  a  part  of  the  application  contains,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  allegations  of  an  applicant  for  the  registration  of  a  techni- 
cal trade-mark,  the  following  statement: 

*  *  *  and  that  tbe  mark  has  been  in  actual  nse  as  the  trade-mark  of  appli- 
cant for  more  than  tea  years  next  preceding  the  passage  of  tbe  act  of  Febru- 
atj  20,  190S;  and  that  to  the  best  of  bis  knowledge  and  belief,  ench  use  bas 
I>een  excluslTe  with  the  exception  of  certain  Infringements  tliat  were  discon- 
tinued upOD  notice  or  after  litigation  concerning  said  mark. 

The  letters  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks  showed  that  he  treated 
the  case  as  an  application  for  registration  under  the  ten-year  proviso. 
It  was  held  by  me,  in  the  case  of  Kentucky  Distilleries  and  Ware- 
haute  Gorrvpany  v.  The  Old  Lexington,  Club  DiitiUing  Company 
post,  417;  135  O.  G.,  220;  and  in  the  case  of  L.  W.  Levy  dk  Company 
V.  Vri,  (C.  D.,  1907,  386;  131  O.  G.,  1687,)  that  the  inclusion  in  Uie 
declaration  of  the  additional  averments  necessary  to  secure  registra- 
tion under  the  ten-year  proviso  does  not  operate  to  limit  an  appli- 
cant to  registration  under  said  proviso,  providing  it  is  found  that  the 
mark  is  in  fact  a  technical  mark.  These  cases  are  now  pending  on 
appeal  before  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
but  whether  this  holding  is  sustained  by  the  court  is  immaterial  in 
disposing  of  the  present  case,  in  view  of  the  conclusion  reached 
hereinafter  that  appellant's  mark  is  not  a  technical  trade-mark. 
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The  record  shows  tliat  appellant,  if  not  the  originator,  was  aotong 
the  first  to  adopt  and  put  into  extensive  use  a  system  of  casting  type 
that  would  facilitate  alining  the  same.  The  principfti  of  this  system 
appears  to  consist  in  so  locating  the  face  upon  the  body  of  the  type 
that  the  faces  of  similar  bodies  will  aline  without  justification  and 
those  of  different  bodies  by  the  use  of  leads  and  dugs  of  prede- 
determined  sizes.  Type  made  according  to  this  system  was  given 
various  names  l^  different  manufacturers.  Appellant  adopted  and 
was  the  first  to  place  upon  the  type  embodying  this  principle  the 
term  "  Standard  Line,"  for  which  it  desires  registration. 

While  it  is  satisfactorily  established  that  appellant  has  continu- 
ously labeled  its  type  with  the  [^rase  "  Standard  Line  "  at  least  since 
January  1,  1894,  the  date  alleged  in  its  application,  there  is  some 
question  as  to  whether  this  use  was  primarily  to  describe  the  char- 
acter of  the  type  or  to  indicate  its  origin.  However  this  may  be, 
in  my  opinion  the  mark  is  clearly  descriptive,  and  therefore  not 
registrable  as  a  technical  trade-mark.  Concerning  the  word  "  St^ind- 
ard,"  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  in  re  National 
Phonograph  Company  (C.  D.,  1907,  550;  128  O.  G.,  1295,)  said: 

The  argumeot  In  Williami  v.  Mitchell,  (106  Fed.  Rep..  368,)  that  a  word  may  . 
be  a  descriptive  word  and  yet  used  In  a  non-deserli>tlve  sense  Is  not  coDvlnoliiR, 
for  the  CommlsBloner  aboutd  prohtblt  the  reRlstratloa  of  deecrlpttve  words, 
and  the  affldavlta  of  the  president  of  the  Phoao^aph  Company  aad  two  other 
persons  that  the  word  "  Standard "  does  not  Indicate  to  their  minds  or  the 
minds  of  other  persons  In  the  phonograph  trade  a  pbonr^raph  of  any  particular 
type,  quality,  or  character  is  not  convincing.  If  Indeed  relevaDt  here.  The  three 
affiants  can  testify  only  concerning  the  Impression  the  word  "  Standard " 
makes  upon  their  minds.  This  applicant  bas  no  right  to  appropriate  the  v.'itrd 
"  Standard "  which  others  may  desire  to  employ  with  equal  aincert^.  The 
applicant  should  not  have  the  exclusive  right  to  describe  Its  product  aa 
"  Standard  Pbono^aphs "  and  another  producer  should  have  an  equal  rlnht 
to  employ  the  same  word  to  describe  Its  slDiUar  product.  Many  manufacturers 
would  be  tempted  to  use  "Standard"  to  indicate  the  quality  or  grade  or 
uniformity  of  the  goods  they  produce. 

The  fact  that  appellant  desires  to  register  the  words  "  Standard 
Line "  does  not  help  its  case.  If  the  word  "  Standard "  applied  to 
its  type  would  be  descriptive,  the  term  "  Standard  Line "  used  in 
connection  with  type  made  on  the  "  lining  system  "  is  even  more  so. 
Moreover,  the  evidence  indicates  that  instead  of  being  an  arbitrary 
mark  applied  to  all  kinds  of  type  the  term  was  used  by  appellant, 
as  well  as  its  com])etitors,  only  in  connection  with  type  made  accord- 
ing to  the  "lining  system"  and  as  appropriately  describing  the 
characteristic  feature  of  such  type. 

It  follows  that  if  appellant's  mark  is  registrable  at  all  it  must  be 
under  the  ten-year  proviso  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act.  This  proviso 
has  been  recently  construed  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District 
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of  Columbia  in  the  case  of  Worceater  Brewing  Corporation  v.  Rueter 
rf  Company  {post,  329;  138  O.  G.,  1190)  as  follows: 

We  tlilDk  tbat  the  ConunisaloD^r  of  Patents  erred  In  holding  that  the  word 
" exclusive,"  as  used  In  the  proviso  of  section  6,  means  "the  tight  to  exclude." 
It  has  no  reference  to  any  right  possessed  by  the  user.  Since  the  word  did 
not  coDStitDte  a  technical  trade-mark,  no  right  to  exclude  could  be  asserted. 
Inaamach  as  the  word  is  need  In  the  statute  In  connection  with  the  words 
"  actsal  use  "  and  both  expreesfons  are  used  to  qualifr  the  special  right  con- 
ferred by  this  provision  of  the  act,  we  hold  tbat  «□  actual  use  must  be  shown 
to  have  been  [losseesed  and  enjoyed  by  the  applicant  to  the  sole  exclusion  of  all 
others.  The  use  could  not  be  exclusive  If,  during  the  period,  it  appears  that 
another  wss  using  the  same  word  as  a  trade-mark  upon  the  same  character 
of  goods. 

The  evidence  clearly  shows  that  appellant  has  not  possessed  and 
enjoyed  the  actual  use  of  the  mark  "  to  the  sole  exclusion  of  all 
others  "  during  the  ten-year  period  necessary  to  entitle  him  to  regis- 
tration under  this  proviso. 

Appellant's  own  witness,  Damon,  testified  on  cross-examination 
(XQs.  231-235)  that  tlie  firm  of  Damon  &.  Peets  began  labeling 
packages  of  type  manufactured  and  sold  by  Uiem  with  the  mark 
"  Standard  Line  Point  Set "  in  December,  1904,  and  has  continued 
to  sell  and  offer  for  sale  such  type  up  to  the  present  date. 

The  opposer,  Hansen,  testified  to  manufacturing  and  selling  to 
one  Holden  in  June  and  July,  1904,  type  marked  on  the  packages 
"  Standard  Line."  (Deposition  of  Hans  C.  Hansen,  Qs.  21-24 ;  XQs. 
300^12.) 

In  view  of  the  above  finding  concerning  the  use  of  the  mark  by 
Damon  &  Peeta  and  by  Hansen  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  whether 
applicant  would  be  barred  from  registering  its  mark  by  the  admitted 
extensive  use  thereof  within  the  ten-year  period  by  its  alleged  licen- 
sees, the  Keystone  Type  Foundry,  the  Pacific  States  Type  Foundry, 
the  Crescent  Type  Foundry,  and  the  Standard  Type  Foundry. 

Whether  the  use  of  the  mark  by  Damon  &  Peets  and  by  the  opposer 
was  intended  to  indicate  the  origin  of  the  gooda  or  to  describe  their 
character  is  held  to  be  immaterial  under  the  ruling  of  the  Court  of 
Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  in  the  case  of  the  Natural  Food 
Company  v.  WUUama,  (post,  320;  133  O.  G.,  232.)  The  mark  was 
applied  to  the  packages  and  used  in  a  manner  similar  to  that  of  a 
trade-mark.  In  the  case  cited,  which  is  similar  in  many  respects 
to  the  one  under  consideration,  the  Court  said : 

Since  these  words  accurately  and  aptly  describe  an  article  of  food,  which 
acconting  to  tbe  teatlmoay  has  been  produced  by  Williams  and  others  for  more 
than  ten  rears.  It  follows  that  tbey  are  descriptive  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute,  and  that  they  caiubt  be  appropriated  as  a  trade-mark  by  appellant 
nnless  It  has  been  tbe  exclusive  user  of  tbe  words  during  the  ten-years  period. 
ITie  evidence  above  briefly  reviewed,  we  think,  clearly  establlahen  the  fact  that 
■ppellaiit  was  not  the  exclusive  user  of  these  words  during  the  ten-years  period. 
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No  claim  Is  msde  of  any  attempt  on  tbe  part  of  WlllIamB  to  deceive  tbe  pnbllc, 
or  tliat  tbe  product  of  bis  machines  Is  not  in  fact  as  mucb  entitled  to  be  called 
shredded  wbole  wheat  as  Is  the  product  qf  appellant's  machines.  That  he  did 
not  DSe  tbe  words  as  a  trade'marb,  but  merely  in  a  descriptlTe  sense  is  of  no 
moment  He  In  common  wltb  all  other  manufacturers  of  sliredded  wbole 
wheat  had  tbe  same  rlgbt  to  properly  designate  tbeir  product  as  did  Tbe 
Natural  Food  Company.  The  fact  tbat  tbe  Patott  Office  for  more  than  tMi 
years  bas  been  granting  patents  (or  macbines  for  converting  cereals  Into  abreds 
adds  cc^ency  to  tbe  contention  tbat  tbe  worda  "  shredded  whole  wheat "  prop- 
erly describe  tbe  product  of  Williams's  machines. 

Having  found  that  appellant  is  not  entitled  to  regwter  its  mark 
either  as  a  technical  trade-mark  or  under  the  ten^year  proriso,  it 
follows  that  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  must  be 
affirmed. 


John  T.  Lewis  &  Bros.  Company  v.  Phoenix  Paint  &  Varnibh 
Company. 

t&ade-mark  inteeperencb. 

DecideA  April  SO,  1908. 

1S4  O.  Q.,  104B. 

1.  TBiUib-Habks— Saue    Ci.abh    of    Qoona — Paste    Paiktb    aro    Beaot-Hixd) 

Ready-mixed  paints  and  paste  paints  Held  to  be  goods  of  the  same  de- 
scriptive properties. 

2.  Same — Afpabkut  AoqTTiESCCKCE  No  Qbouhd  fok  BEFUSina  RsoisraATion. 

Tbe  fact  tbat  tbe  owner  of  a  trade-raark  knowingly  permits  tbe  use  tlia<«- 
of  by  another  upon  goods  and  In  advertisements  for  years  without  protest 
furDlxlies  no  sufficient  gronnd  for  refusing  registration,  as  it  Is  well  settled 
that  mere  delay  In  asserting  a  trade-mark  right  does  not  work  a  forfeiture 
thereof.  ( if enende*  v.  Ho»,  C.  D.,  18»9,  844;  460.G.,971;  128  U.  R.  014. 
&23 ;  McLean  v.  Flemino.  C.  D.,  13T8,  202 ;  18  O.  O.,  918 ;  96  U.  8.,  245,  253. 

Appeal  from  Examiner  of  Interferences. 

TBADC-MARK    FOB   BEASY-UIXDt  FAINTS    iXD    STAINS,   JAFAITS,    AND    TABHtSHES. 

3/r.  Francis  M.  Phelps  for  John  T.  Lewis  &  Bros.  Company. 
Mr.  T.  W.  Johnson  for  Phoenix  Paint  &  Varniah  Company. 

Moore,  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  Phoenix  Paint  &  Varnish  Company  from 
a  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  awarding  priority  of 
adoption  and  use  of  the  mark  "  Phoenix  "  or  "  Phoenix  Works  "  for 
mixed  paints  to  John  T.  Lewis  &  Bros.  Company. 

The  Phoenix  Paint  &  Varnish  Company,  which  is  a  copartnership 
domiciled  and  doing  business  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia  and  State 
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of  PennsylTanis,  state  that  they  have  used  the  mark  upon  ready- 
mixed  paints,  stains,  and  varnishes.  The  John  T.  Lewis  &.  Bros. 
Company,  which  is  a  corporation  doing  busings  in  the  same  city  and 
State,  stat£S  that  it  has  used  the  mark  on  paint  colors,  mixed  paints, 
white  zinc,  and  pigments  other  than  white  lead  used  for  paints. 

It  is  not  denied  by  appellants  that  John  T.  Lewis  &  Bros.  Company 
was  the  first  to  use  the  mark  on  paste  paints,  and  its  prior  right  to 
the  mark  for  these  goods  is  not  questioned.  While  the  John  T.  Lewis 
&  Bros.  Company  maintains  that  the  testimony  is  sufficient  to  show 
that  it  was  the  first  to  use  the  mark  upon  ready-mixed  paints,  as  well 
as  upon  paste  paints,  in  the  view  which  I  take  of  the  case  it  is  un- 
necessary to  decide  this  point.  On  the  admission  by  appellants  of 
the  prior  use  of  die  mark  upon  paste  paints  by  appellee  and  admit- 
ting the  contention  of  appellants  that  the  testimony  does  not  show 
that  appellee  used  the  mark  upon  ready-mixed  paints  the  question 
presented  for  decision  is,  are  ready-mixed  paints  and  paste  paints 
goods  of  the  same  descriptive  properties.  This  is  the  principal  ques- 
tion for  consideration  on  this  appeal. 

It  appears  from  the  record  tliat  a  paste  paint  is  formed  by  grinding 
dry  colors,  in  linseed-oU  until  they  become  intimately  associated  or 
mixed  together  and  assume  a  pasty  or  semifluid  condition.  In  this 
condition  the  paint  is  not  ready  to  be  applied,  but  requires  further 
tJiinning  with  Unseed-oil  and  usually  a  drier,  no  further  grinding, 
however,  being  necessary.  After  this  operation  the  product  is  known 
to  the  trade  as  '*  ready-mixed  paint " — that  is,  it  is  ready  for  the 
brush.  In  this  form  it  is  placed  upon  the  market  put  up  in  cans  or 
buckets;  but  in  many  cases  the  painter  purchases  the  paint  in  paste 
form  and  adds  the  oil  and  drier  himself.  It  is  thus  seen  that  the 
distinction  between  a  paste  paint  and  a  ready-mixed  paint  is  but 
slight,  and  it  is  believed  that  persons  dealing  in  these  goods  might 
reasonably  expect  them  to  be  the  product  of  the  same  business.  It 
follows  that  the  use  of  the  mark  by  two  different  parties  would  tend 
to  cause  confusion  in  the  mind  of  the  public.  I  think,  therefore,  that 
the  Examiner  of  Interferences  very  properly  refused  registration  to 
appellants,  who  were  the  last  to  adopt  and  use  the  mark. 

It  is  further  contended  by  appellants  that  the  John  T,  Lewis 
&  Bros.  Company  has  lost  its  right  to  registration  of  the  mark  in  issue 
for  ready-mixed  paints  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  with  full  knowledge 
of  the  use  of  the  mark  by  appellants  it  has  permitted  them  for  many 
years  to  use  the  mark  and  to  advertise  their  goods  thereunder  without 
protest  I  am  of  the  opinion,  however,  that  this  fact  furnishes  no 
sufficient  ground  for  refusing  registration,  as  it  is  well  settled  that 
mere  delay  in  asserting  a  trade-mark  ri^t  does  not  work  a  forfeiture 
thereof.     {MeneTidea  v.  Holt,  C.  D.,  1889,  344;  46  O.  G.,  971;  128 
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U.  S.,  514;  MeLem.  t.  Fleming,  C.  D.,  1878,  262,  13  O.  G.,  ftlS;  96 
U.  S.,  245.) 

The  deeinon  of  the  Examiner  of  /nterfereno»$  is  afirmed^  and  pri- 
oriiy  of  adoption  and  use  of  the  mark  in  itsve  is  awarded  to  John  T. 
Lewis  <6  Bros.  Cpvnpany. 

LUKASZBWSKB   V.   CoLE. 
PATENT  INTBRFBHEKCB. 

bedded  May  16,  190$. 

134  o.  o.,  loeo. 

Ibtebfbbzrci — Pbeliuinaby  Stateuknt— ESxENDinQ  Time  ros  Fii,iKa. 

The  question  of  tbe  extension  of  times  (or  fllluK  prellmlaeir  atatementi 
will  be  left  wholly  within  the  diHcretlon  of  the  Examiuer  of  Interferencef^ 
and  no  appeal  will  He  From  hla  declelon  thereon. 

On  Petition. 

UETAL  JOinT. 

3fr.  Charles  F.  Dane  for  Lukaszewske. 
Messrs,  Starr,  Cruse  tfi  Scherr  for  Cole. 
Moore,  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  by  the  Eloc  G>mpany,  assignees  of  the  party 
Cole,  that  I  review  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  de- 
nying the  motion  in  behalf  of  Cole  to  postpone  the  date  of  filing  the 
preliminary  statement  for  a  period  of  forty  days.  It  is  well  settled 
that  the  question  of  the  extension  of  times  for  filing  preliminary 
statements  is  left  wholly  within  the  discretion  of  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  and  that  from  his  decision  upon  these  matters  no  appeal 
will  lie.  {Ohmer  v.  Neth  and  Tamplin,  C.  D.,  1905,  412;  118  O.  G., 
J686.)  It  is  sought,  however,  by  the  present  petition  to  obtain  a  re- 
view of  the  Examiner's  decision  upon  this  question.  The  circum- 
stances of  the  case  are  not  such  as  warrant  the  exercise  of  the  super- 
visory authority  of  the  Commissioner  to  review  the  decision  of  the 
Examiner  of  Interferences.  Cole  is  the  senior  party,  and  a  record 
judgment  cannot,  tlierefore,  be  rendered  against  him. 
Furthermore,  as  pointed  out  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences: 
An  amended  statement  Is  alwajB  ndniisslble  where  It  is  shown  to  be  neces- 
sary to  the  determination  of  the  case  in  accordance  with  the  tacts,  If  It  is  also 
shown  that  the  data  of  the  amended  statemoit  could  not  have  been  earUer  ob- 
it is  therefore  apparent  that  no  irremediable  injury  can  be  done  to 
Cole's  assignee  by  the  denial  of  the  motion  brought  on  his  behalf. 
The  petition  ie  dismissed. 
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HOFKINB  V.  PbTEBS  V.  DeMBNT. 

SAIVNT  INTSHniBZKOlU 

ItecUed  ilav  li,  I9Q8. 

1S4  O.  O^  1060. 

L  IimxncBUTCc — PxELiuiiTAmT  Stateueht — Failvbe  to  Otebcomb  thb  Ftuns 
Datb  or  SurioB  Paktt — Obdeb  to  Sbow  Cause. 
In  cases  where  the  junior  partr  to  an  interference  alleges  In  his  prelimi- 
nary statement  a  date  of  conception  prior  to  the  senior  party's  flllng  date, 
but  tbe  other  dates  alleted  are  rabsequent  thereto,  the  BxaiDlner  of  Inter- 
ferences ahonld  Issne  an  order  to  show  caase  why  judgment  on  tbe  record 
■hoold  not  be  rendered  against  such  JuniM  party,  as  experience  shows  it 
la  rarely,  If  ever,  tlut  conception  la  proven  by  means  otlier  tlian  disclosure. 
2.  Same — Saub — 3aub, 

If  In  responee  to  the  order  to  ehov  canae  such  Junior  party  or  his  attorney 
sliall  file  an  atBdaTlt  stating  tliat  it  Is  proposed  to  establish  conception  by 
means  other  than  dlsclosnre.  tbe  I3xRmfner  of  InterfereDces  should  not  ren- 
der lodgment,  but  should  set  times  Cor  taking  testimony. 

Appeax,  on  Motion. 

AODIHO-UACHINt 

Measrs,  BakeweU  i&  Cornwall  lor  Hopkins. 
Mesgrs.  Rector,  Bibhen  <6  Daoia  for  Peters. 
Mtssrs.  Kenyan  t&  Kenyon  for  DemenU 

BnxiNGS,  Assistant  CommissioneT: 

This  case  comes  up  on  an  appeal  by  Peters  from  a  decision  of  ths 
Examiner  of  Interferences  of  March  25,  1908,  denying  his  motion  to 
T&eate  an  order  issued  Au^st  16, 1907,  for  Peters  to  show  cause  why 
judgment  on  the  record  should  not  be  issued  against  him  and  on  a 
motion  by  Hopkins  to  dismiss  Peters's  appeal. 

It  appears  that  when  the  preliminary  statements  were  opened  it 
was  found  that  Peters  had  alleged  a  date  of  conception  prior  to  the 
fibng  date  of  Dement,  the  senior  party,  but  that  the  dates  of  dis- 
closure, making  of  drawings,  and  reduction  to  practice  alleged 
were  subsequent  to  Dementis  filing  date.  The  Examiner  of  Inter- 
ferences thereupon,  on  August  16,  1907,  ordered  Peters  to  show 
cause  on  or  before  September  16,  1907,  why  judgment  should  not  be 
rendered  against  him,  and  this  time  was  extended  to  October  16, 1907. 
On  October  15, 1907,  Peters  filed  a  motion  to  dis.solve  the  interference 
and  a  motioa  to  vacate  tbe  order  of  August  16,  1907.  The  motion  to 
dissolve  was  transmitted  to  the  Primary  Examiner,  and  action  on  the 
motion  to  vacate  was  suspended  pending  the  final  determination  of 
the  former  motion.     On  March  25,  1908,  the  motion  to  diissolve  hav- 
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ing  been  finally  decided,  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  denied  Uie 
motion  to  vacate  and  on  the  same  day  rendered  a  judgment  that 
Peters  was  not  the  first  invwitor  of  the  invemtion  in  issue.  He  set 
no  limit  of  appeal  from  the  decision  on  the  motion  and  set  April  14, 
1908,  as  the  limit  of  appeal  from  the  judgment.  On  March  30,  1908, 
a  limit  of  appeal  was  set  from  that  motion,  and  the  running  of  the 
times  for  appeal  from  the  judgment  was  suspended  pending  the  final 
determination  of  the  motion. 

The  motion  to  vacate  was  based  on  the  ground  that  under  the  rules 
and  the  decisions  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  had  no  authority  to 
issue  the  order  to  show  cause,  since  Peters  had  alleged  a  date  of  con- 
ception prior  to  Dement's  filing  date,  and  it  is  conceivable  that  he 
might  establish  suiji  conception  by  means  other  than  disclosure. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  denied  this  motion  on  the  ground 
that  as  in  practice  conception  is  proved  only  by  disclosure  Peters 
presumably  could  prove  no  earlier  date  than  the  date  of  disclosure 
alleged  in  his  preliminary  statement;  (hat  therefore  Peters's  statement 
"  failed  to  overcome  "  the  filing  date  of  his  opponent  within  the  mean- 
ing of  Rule  114.  With  respect  to  Peters's  contention  that  conception 
might  conceivably  be  proved  by  means  other  than  disclosure  he  stated 
that  if  Peters  proposed  to  prove  conception  by  means  other  than  dis- 
closure he  should  specifically  state  those  means.  It  is  contended  in 
behalf  of  Peters  that  he  should  not  thus  be  required  to  set  forth  his 
case  prior  to  the  taking  of  his  proofs.  There  seems  to  be  some  force 
in  this  contention;  but  there  is  no  reason  why  Peters  should  not  be 
required,  in  answer  to  the  order  to  show  cause,  to  formally  state  under 
oatJi  that  he  contemplates  establishing  the  fact  of  the  conception  of 
the  invention  by  means  other  than  disclosure  «•  the  doing  of  the 
other  subsequent  acts  alleged  in  his  preliminary  statement.  This 
requirement  is  reasonable,  inasmuch  as  it  is  obvious  that  he  must  so 
establish  the  fact  of  conception  if  this  fact  is  to  be  established  as  of 
the  date  alleged. 

Peters  has  cited  the  case  of  Winsor  v.  Stn/ble,  (C.  D.,  1904,  158; 
110  O.  G.,  600,)  where  a  motion  for  judgment  on  the  record,  on  the 
ground  that  Winsor  had  alleged  neither  disclosure  nor  the  making  of 
drawings  prior  to  Struble's  filing  date,  was  denied.  In  that  decision 
the  following  statement  occurs: 

While  it  Is  true,  In  view  of  tbese  all^atloos,  tbat  Wiusor  Is  precluded  by  his 
preliminary  statement  from  establlihing  a  conception  of  the  Inveitlon  in  Novein- 
her,  1001,  by  the  means  which  are  usually  available  for  that  purpoae,  neverthe- 
lees,  under  hie  allesatlon  of  conception  of  the  Inventlmi  In  November,  1901,  be 
Is  privileged.  If  be  can,  to  ealabllsh  conception  of  the  Invention  prior  to  Novem- 
t)er  16,  1901,  the  date  on  which  Struble  filed  his  application.  It  1b  therefore 
Bem  tbat  the  Htnt^ment  filed  by  Winsor  dops  not  tall  to  overcome  the  ptiiita 
fade  case  made  by  Struble's  date  of  application. 
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It  is  interesting  to  note  tiiat  the  record  of  the  interference  of  Win- 
lor  ▼.  StTitbUy  fupra,  shows  that  after  Winsor  had  brought  many  mo- 
tions and  they  had  all  been  decided  he  terminated  this  interference  by 
filing  a  concession  of  priority  in  favor  of  Struble. 

Experience  has  shown  that  it  is  only  in  rare  cases,  if  ever,  that  con- 
cepticm  is  proved  except  by  a  disclosure  to  others,  either  orally  or  by 
means  of  some  tangible  evidence,  and  it  is  believed,  therefore,  that  in 
those  cases  where  a  junior  party  alleges  the  fact  of  conception  only 
prior  to  the  filing  dat«  of  tlie  senior  party  the  better  practice  is  to 
issue  an  order  to  show  cause  against  the  junior  party.  If  the  case  is 
one  of  those  conceivable  but  exceedingly  rare  cases  where  conception 
can  be  established  by  means  othw  than  disclosure  and  the  party 
against  whom  the  order  to  show  cause  has  been  issued  shsll  within 
the  time  set  therein  file  the  affidavit  of  himself  or  of  his  attorney 
setting  forth  tlitit  it  is  proposed  to  establish  conception  by  means 
other  than  disclosure,  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  will  not  render 
a  judgment,  but  will  set  times  for  taking  testimony.  This  practice 
will  work  no  hardship  upon  the  junior  party,  for  the  rule  permits 
him  to  bring  all  valid  motions  after  the  order  is  issued  to  show  cause 
why  judgment  should  not  be  rendered. 

The  records  of  this  Office  show  that  the  continuance  of  interfer- 
ences where  the  date  of  conception  of  the  junior  party  is  the  only  date 
alleged  in  his  preliminary  statement  which  is  earlier  than  the  filing 
date  of  the  senior  party  serves  no  good  purpose,  but  results  only  in 
useless  delay  and  expense  upon  the  parties  involved.  When  a  rare 
case  is  developed,  in  which  the  fact  of  early  conception  prior  to  a 
disclosure  may  be  established  by  some  other  means  tiian  disclosure, 
the  interference  may  be  proceeded  with  upon  the  filing  of  the  required 
affidavit  in  response  to  the  order  to  show  cause  why  judgment  should 
not  be  rendered  on  the  record. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  at  the  time  Peters  filed  his  preliminary 
statement  it  was  the  practice  not  to  issue  an  order  to  show  cause 
where  the  date  of  conception  alleged  by  a  junior  party  was  prior  to 
the  filing  date  of  the  senior  party,  Peters  is  given  ten  days  within 
which  to  file  an  affidavit  such  as  indicated  above.  If  no  such  affidavit 
is  filed  within  that  time,  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  will  set  a 
limit  of  appeal  from  his  judgment  of  March  25,  1905.  At  the  hear- 
ing Hopkins's  motion  to  dismiss  Peters's  appeal  was  withdrawn. 

The  decision  of  ike  Exafniner  of  Interferences  denying  Peters's 
motion  is  a^rmed,  and  EopkiTis's  motion  is  dismissed. 
69026 — H.  Doc.  1349, 60-2 10 


,,  Google 


134  DECI8IOHS    OF   THB   OOWIflBEIONXB   OF    FATBNIS. 

In  BB  John  C.  Dowd  A  Compamt. 

Deckted  Uarck  10,  190B. 

134  O.  Q.,  1297. 

TBADE-MABBa — Con  or  Appucatioh— Whbh  G**imD. 

A  petition  for  &  cap?  of  ao  appllcatl«a  for  nglstratloii  of  ■  trade-mark 
for  iMf  iD  a  suit  between  tlie  apidicaat  and  petitioner  will  be  denied  wtten 
not  accompanied  bj  a  certificate  of  the  judge  before  whom  tlie  ault  ia 
pending. 

Mr.  A.  BeU  Maleomson  for  J.  C  Dowd  &,  Company. 
Messrs.  Macleod,  Gaher,  Copeland  ti  Dike  for  The  Florence 
Mfg.  Co. 

Moore,  Commisaioner: 

This  is  a  petition  by  J.  C  Dowd  &,  Company  for  a  certified  copy 
of  application  filed  April  3,  1905,  by  The  Florence  Manufgcturing 
Cwnpany  for  the  registration  of  the  words  "  Keep-CleaJi  "  as  a  trada- 
mark  for  toilel^bni^es. 

It  is  stated  that  The  Florence  Manufacturing  Company  has 
brought  suit  againt  the  petitioner  alleging  that  it  has  the  exclusive 
right  to  the  use  of  the  words  "  Keep-Clean "  upon  toilet-brushes, 
reciting  that  the  same  had  been  registered  in  the  Patent  Ofiice  by  the 
said  company  and  that  it  has  introduced  in  evidence  as  part  of  its 
proofs  the  certificate  of  its  registration,  dated  May  11,  1887. 

It  is  further  stated  that  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks,  being  called 
as  a  witness  in  this  case,  testified,  by  permission  of  the  Commissioner 
of  Patents,  as  to  the  filing  on  April  3,  1905,  under  the  act  of  1905,  of 
an  application  for  registration  of  the  same  mark  and  (bat  the  records 
would  show  that  registration  had  not  been  granted  on  Uiis  applica- 
tion. 

It  is  alleged  that  the  proceedings  of  The  Florence  Manufacturing 
Company  in  its  efforts  to  obtain  registration  on  the  later  application 
are  a  material  part  of  the  defense  of  the  defwidant  in  the  above* 
referred-to  suit. 

It  is  well  settled  that  copies  of  pending  applications  fcM*  pat^its  or 
abandoned  applications  will  not  be  furnished  to  strangers  to  tlie 
record  except  when  the  judge  before  whom  a  suit  is  pending  certifies 
that  a  copy  of  the  application  would  be  material  and  relevant  for  the 
party  requesting  the  same. 

It  is  recognized  that  there  is  a  difference  between  applications  for 
the  registration  of  trade-marks  and  for  patents  on  inventions,  in  that 
a  tra<le-niafk  must  have  been  in  public  use  before  the  application  is 
filed;  but  it  is  not  believed  that  this  difference  justifies  a  departure 
from  the  rule  requiring  a  certificate  of  the  judge  before  whom  the 
suit  is  pending. 

The  petition  ta  denied. 
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UaKTUI  V.  GOCOBOM  V.  DrSON  v.  XiATTIO  and  CkODBUlC 
PATENT    INTERFEBBNCB. 

Decided  Uitv  It,  1908. 
134   O.  a.,  120T. 

1.  IinxKFEHnrcB — Setksai.  Pabtiks^Juhiob  Pabtt  Fatiiwo  to  Otebcowb  Fh*- 

INS  Datbb  or  All  PArnsa — Rmht  to  Take  Ttmntimt. 
Wbere  In  an  Interference  between  Mveral  parties  tbe  prelisrinary  Btate- 
ment  of  tbe  junior  partjr  falls  to  overcome  tbe  flllng  date  of  tbe  aenior 
party,  bnt  does  overcome  tbe  filing  date  of  an  Intermediate  party  and  sucb 
Junior  party  ratees  tbe  question  of  tbe  operatlTeness  of  tbe  senior  party's 
device  and  Is  entitled  to  ar^ne  ludi  question  at  final  bearing,  EeJd  tbat  It 
Is  propn  to  assign  such  Junior  party  time  to  take  testlmeajr  on  tbe  ques- 
tion of  priorit7  and,  also,  upon  sufficient  sbovlng,  upon  tbe  question  of  tbe 
operatlreneSB  of  tbe  senior  party's  device^  All  qnestlons  relating  to 
priority  abontd  be  tried  ont  In  one  proceeding  and  not  piecemeal. 

2.  Saiu — ApfeaI;— Honon  to  Take  TEsnuoirr — Showino. 

No  appeal  lies  from  a  favorable  dedslon  of  tbe  Emminer  of  Interfer- 
ences upon  tbe  snfflclency  of  tbe  sbowlng  In  Bupport  of  a  motion  to  take 
testimony  on  tile  question  of  tbe  operativeneee  of  anotber  par^s  devlc& 

PBTITlOIf  AND  APPEAL  OD  moUoil. 

TELEPHONE  BTBTElf. 

MeBgrs.  Bvlklcy  <*  Ourand  for  Martin. 

Messrs.  Church  <fi  Rich  for  Goodrum. 

Mr.  Thos.  H.  Ferguson  and  Mr.  Leroy  D.  KeUogg  for  Dyson. 

Messrs.  Ohmrch  t&  Rich  for  Lattig  and  Qoodrum. 

MooKE,  Oommissioner: 

This  case  i»  before  me  for  consideration  of  a  petition  by  Latti^ 
and  Goodrum  and  an  appeal  by  Martin. 

Lattig  and  Goodrum  petition  from  the  action  of  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  ssigning  Martin  a  time  in  which  to  take  testimony 
and  giving  him  permission  to  take  evidence  as  to  the  inoperatirenesa 
of  the  structures  disclosed  by  Goodrum  and  by  Lattig  and  Goodrum. 

It  appears  from  the  rword  that  the  preliminary  statement  of 
Martin  failed  to  allege  a  date  of  conception  prior  to  the.  filing  date 
of  Lattig  and  Goodrum,  and  he  was  ordered  to  show  cause  why  judg- 
ment on  the  reccad  ^ould  not  be  rendered  against  htm.  In  response 
thereto  he  filed  a  motion  to  dissolve,  alleging  that  the  applications 
of  Goodrum  and  of  Lattig  and  Goodrum  disclose  inoperative  devices. 
This  motion  was  denied  by  the  Primary  Examiner,  and  Martin  then 
moved  for  permisBion  to  take  testimony  for  the  purpose  of  e.stablish- 
ing  the  inoperativeness  of  the  structures  disclosed  in  said  applica- 
tions and  filed  several  affidavits  in  support  of  his  motion.    The  Ex- 
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aminer  of  Interferences  held  that  Martin  was  entitled  under  Rule 
130  to  urge  at  final  hearing  the  inoperativeness  of  the  devices  of 
said  parties;  also,  that  as  it  would  not  be  expedient  to  have  the  ques- 
tion of  priority  considered  and  the  appeal  from  the  decision  thereon 
take  place  at  diff^vnt  times  between  various  groups  of  the  inter- 
ferants  Martin  should  stay  in  the  interference  until  all  parties  were 
ready  for  a  final  hearing.  In  view  of  the  fact  Uiat  Martin  would  be 
entitled  to  take  testimony  concerning  priority  of  invention  as  against 
Dyson  in  case  he  prevailed  in  his  contention  that  the  devices  of  the 
above  mentioned  parties  were  inoperative  the  Examiner  of  Inter- 
ferences assigned  him  a  time  for  taking  testimony  in  order  that  the 
whole  matter  might  be  considered  at  one  hearing.  In  his  decision 
of  February  21,  1908,  be  also  held  that  Martin  had  made  such  a 
showing  as  would  entitle  him  to  take  testimony  under  Rule  130. 

Petitioner  admits  that  Martin  has  the  undoubted  right  to  be  beard 
at  final  hearing  under  Rule  130,  but  contends  that  he  will  be  put  to 
great  delay  and  expense  if  Martin  is  allowed  to  take  testimony  now 
and  that  Martin's  recourse  is  to  have  a  second  interference  in  case 
petitioners'  apparatus  should  be  finally  held  inoperative. 

The  circumstances  in  this  case  are  quite  similar  to  those  in  the  case 
of  Hewitt  V.  Weintraub  v.  Hewitt  and  Rogers,  (C.  D.,  1907, 155;  128 
O.  a,  1689,)  where  I  stated: 

In  cnse  Hewitt's  petition  was  tn^nted  the  flrrt  contest  would  be  betwepn 
Weintraub  and  the  senior  pnrty,  Hewitt  and  Rogers.  Then  the  winning  party 
would  have  to  contest  nriority  with  the  Junior  party,  Hewitt.  The  Judgmentii 
In  each  contest  would  be  by  award  of  priority  and  in  each  there  would  be  ttte 
fltatutory  right  of  appeal.  Hewitt  contends  tliat  there  are  two  distinct  contests 
and  should  therefore  Ik  two  separate  proceedings.  This  contention  Is  erro- 
neous. If,  under  Kule  130,  Weintraub  can  eetabllsb  that  Rogers  and  Hewitt 
have  no  right  to  make  the  claims,  the  Judgment  will  be  sn  award  at  priority 
In  his  favor  as  against  the  senior  party.  The  rule  contemplates  but  one  con- 
test, and  that  leading  to  an  aivard  of  priority.  To  make  the  question  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  two  contests,  each  resulting  in  an  award  of  priority  with  the 
right  of  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  would  be 
piecemeal  action  and  unnoceEBarily  prolong  the  contest. 

For  reasons  similar  to  those  stated  in  the  above  decision,  also 
because  all  matters  relating  to  priority  should  be  tried  out  in  the  one 
proceeding,  (and  it  is  doubtful  if  the  court  of  appeals  would 
entertain  appeals  in  two  or  more  successive  contests,)  it  is  held  that 
the  Examiner  of  Interferences  was  right  in  assigning  Martin  a  time 
for  taking  testimony  and  in  fixing  one  date  for  the  final  hearing  of 
the  whole  matter. 

In  the  present  case  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  in  his  decision 
of  February  21, 1908,  considered  the  showing  made  by  Martin  in  sup- 
port of  his  motion  to  take  testimony  to  establish  the  inoperativeness 
of  the  disclosures  of  Goodrnm  and  of  Lattig  and  Goodnim  and  held 
said  showing  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  take  testimony  under  Rule 
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ISO.  It  is  therefore  unnecessar;  to  consider  in  this  case  whether 
Martin,  in  connection  witii  his  other  testimony,  would  be  entitled  to 
take  testimony  on  the  question  of  operativeness  without  such  a  show- 
ing. Fnnn  tba  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferraices  holding 
said  showing  suffitnent  there  is  no  appeal,  {Daggett  v.  Kaufmann, 
C.  D.,  1907,  121;  127  O.  G.,  3641,)  and  no  such  abuse  of  discre- 
lion  J8  apparent  as  would  warrant  reviewing  said  decision  under  the 
exercise  of  the  supervisory  authority  of  the  Commissioner.  In  the 
recent  case  of  O'Brien  v.  Gale  v.  Zimmer  v.  Galderwood,  (90  Ms. 
Dec.,  151,)  where  similar  questions  were  involved  and  similar  con- 
clusions reached  by  the  Ezuoiner  of  Interferences,  it  was  held  on 
appeal  that: 

It  Is  well  settled  that  the  question  of  setting  times  for  taking  testimony  rests 
within  tbe  dlBcretion  of  tbe  Examiner  of  Interferences.  (Qoodfellov)  v.  Joll^/, 
G  D.,  1906, 100;  116  O.  G.,  1064;  Chrittemen  v.  McKemie,  C  D.,  1905,  238;  117 
0.  O.,  277.)  The  qneetlon  of  the  right  ot  one  of  tbe  parties  to  take  testimony 
stands  on  tbe  same  footing. 

Martin  has  appealed  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Inter- 
ferences denying  his  motion  to  transmit  the  interference  to  the 
Primary  Examiner  and  to  suspend  proceedings. 

As  stated  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences,  the  interference  has 
been  before  the  Primary  Examiner  since  the  decision  of  the  Commis- 
aoner  of  July  SI,  1907,  referred  to  in  the  moticoi,  and  no  good  rea- 
son is  shown  for  suspending  proceedings  and  transmitting  the  motion 
at  this  time. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  on  Martin's  appeal 
ti  afirmedi  and  the  petition  of  Lattig  and  Goodrum  from  the  action 
of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  is  denied. 


Ex  PASTE   MiNEHAN. 
AMPLICATION   FOR  PATENT. 

DeeUea  May  19, 1908. 
181  O.  Q.,  1298. 

AUEHDMERT — SlGNATUBE— HuBBEB  ST  A  UP. 

Amendments  to  an  application  should  be  netiinll;  signed  by  an  apnli<v>''4 
or  his  attorney  with  pen  and  Ink  or  equivalent  writing  material.  Aiueiid- 
meatM  dgned  by  means  ot  a  mbber  stamp  will  aot  be  accepted. 

On  Petition. 

fapeb-catch  ^ 

Messrs.  EazaTd  t&  Strause  for  the  applicant. 
BiLUMoa,  Assistant  Com/rndssioneT: 

This  is  a  petition  from  the  action  of  the  Examiner  refusing  to 
accept  an  amendment  having  affixed  thereto  the  iirni-name  of  the 
attorney  impressed  by  a  rubber  stamp. 
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The  amendments  to  an  application  for  a  patent  are  far  too  formal 
and  important  doeuraente  to  justi^r  their  aoceptance  if  signed  only 
hy  means  of  a  rubber  stamp.  To  accept  such  papers  would  open 
the  door  to  the  commiseioD  of  grave  irregularities  in  the  prosecution 
of  an  application  for  a  patent.  Ajnendments  to  an  application 
Ediould  be  actually  signed  by  the  applicant  or  his  attorney  with  pen 
and  ink  or  equiTal<^nt  writing  mslerial. 

The  petition  is  denied. 


Ik  be  Kationai,  Cbehicai.  Compant. 

DeoUed  May  tl.  J908. 

134  O.  G.,  129S. 

1.  Tku^Makkb — AasioiriiKin'B    Nor    GoMviviNe    Turn    GooD-Wiix    or    Bust- 

HEBs — Not  Recobdablb. 
8«ctl<m  10  ot  tlie  Trade-Marit  Act  provtdea  tbat  a  registered  ttade-mark 
or  a  mark  tor  the  reglBtnitlon  of  wblcb  application  bas  been  made  sbali  be 
assignable  In  connection  witb  the  good-will  of  the  bUBlneBB  in  which  the 
mark  la  nsed,  and  It  la  on];  such  aasignments  which  are  recordable  In 
thla  Office. 

2.  Sahx — Absigrmehts  or  TEaaiTonAL  Riohti — Nw  Bbqovablk 

Section  2  and  aectlaa  10  ot  tbe  Trade-Mark  Act  construed  and  J?«U  not  to 
provide  for  tlie  recording  of  a  papw  purporting  to  grunt  a  mere  territorial 
right  to  the  nse  of  a  trade-mark. 

In  the  hatteb  of  the  petition  of  the  National  Chemical  Company 
tbat  certain  aasi^pmients  of  trade-mark  be  recorded  in  the  Patent 
OfiBce. 

Messrs.  MUo  B.  Stevens  iSs  Company  for  the  petitioner. 

BiuJHOS,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  that  cutein  trade-mark  assignments  be  recorded. 

It  appears  that  on  February  29,  1908,  the  petitioner  filed  certain 
assignments  relating  to  a  trade-mark  registered  to  James  A.  Dacus, 
the  certificate  of  registration  being  No.  42,636,  and  dat«d  May  17, 
1904.  The  Chief  of  the  Assignment  Division  refused  to  record  these 
papers  and  returned  them  to  the  petitioner.  These  assignments,  eight 
in  number,  are  filed  with  the  petition,  as  well  as  three  others  relating 
to  the  same  trade-mark. 

Of  these  papers  the  first,  which  is  signed  by  James  A.  Dacus,  pur- 
ports to  convey  to  certain  parties  named  therein  a  one-third  interest 
in  said  trade-mark  with  the  right  to  make  and  sell  the  article  to 
which  the  trade-mark  is  applied  in  any  State  east  of  the  Mimisaippi 
River,  and  to  spI)  the  rt^^t  to  sell  State  and  county  rights  to  make 
and  sell  the  article. 
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Eight  of  the  remaining  papers,  some  of  which  are  signed  by  the 
parties  named  in  the  first,  purport  to  convey  the  interest  of  the 
parties  signing  the  same  in  the  trade-mark  to  the  petitirmer,  together 
with  their  rights  under  the  same  and  their  good-wiU  and  the  right 
to  uae  the  trade-mark. 

The  other  two  papers  are  signed  by  an  officer  of  a  State  court  and 
piuport  U>  convey  to  each  of  the  parties  named  therein  a  one-sixth 
interest  in  the  trade-mark,  the  papers  stating  that  the  transfer  is 
made  by  order  of  the  court; 

Section  10  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  1905  is  as  follows: 

8x0.  10.  Tbat  every  registered  trade-mark,  and  OTery  marb  tor  the  reglatra- 
tlOB  of  wbldi  application  baa  been  aiade,  tocetber  with  tbe  application  for 
registration  of  the  nine,  sball  be  aaalgnable  in  connection  witb  tbe  sood-wUl  of 
tbe  buBlnesB  In  whicb  tbe  mark  Is  need.  Sucb  assignment  must  be  by  an 
Instrument  In  writing  and  duly  acknowledged  according  to  the  Inws  of  the 
country  or  State  in  wbicb  tbe  aame  IB  executed;  each  assignment  shall  be  void 
as  against  any  aubsequoit  pDrctuBer  for  a  valuable  consideration,  wttbout 
notice,  unless  it  is  recorded  in  tbe  Patent  Offlce  within  tiiree  months  from 
date  tbereot    The  Commlsslouer  sliall  keep  a  record  of  snch  assignments. 

Clearly  this  secticm  makes  a  t^rade-mai^  assignable  only  in  con- 
nection with  the  good-wiU  of  the  business  in  which  it  is  used,  and  it 
is  (Hily  **  such  "  an  assignment  that  the  Oommissioner  is  directed  to 
record. 

The  paper  signed  by  James  A.  Dacus  does  not  purport  to  convey 
the  good-will  of  the  business  and  for  that  reason  was  properly  held 
to  be  mirecordable. 

Furthermore,  this  paper  only  purports  to  convey  a  right  to  use  the 
mark  and  make  the  article  in  a  limited  territory  and  to  sell  to  others 
die  right  to  use  it  on  goods  manufactured  by  them.  The  primary 
purpose  of  a  trade-mark  is  to  denote  ownership  or  origin.  If  the 
mark  is  used  by  various  persons  in  various  localities  on  goods  of 
their  individual  manufacture,  then  it  fails  to  accomplish  this  purpose. 

While  the  law  does  not  in  terms  forbid  the  recordation  of  such  an 
assignment,  it  is  believed  that  the  clear  intent  of  the  statute  is  that 
such  assignment  should  not  be  recorded.  Section  2  provides  that  the 
applicant  for  the  registration  of  a  mark  shall  make  oath  that  he  or 
tiie  firm  or  corporation  in  whose  behalf  he  applies  is  the  owner  of 
the  mark  and  that  no  other  person,  firm,  or  corporation  has  the  right 
to  use  such  mark.  Section  10  provides  that  a  registered  mark  or  a 
mark  for  ihe  registration  of  which  application  has  been  made  shall 
be  assignable  in  ctmnection  with  the  good-will  of  the  business  in 
which  it  is  used.  Taking  these  sections  t^^ther,  it  is  believed  that 
a  paper  purporting  to  grant  a  mere  territ^urial  ri^^t  to  the  use  of  a 
mark  is  not  recordable. 

The  papers  signed  by  J.  H.  Evans  and  Elizabeth  J.  Evans,  by 
James  L..  Douglass  and  Eva  L.  Douglass,  by  H.  C.  Howard  and  S.  A. 
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Howard,  by  K.  W.  Sanford  and  C.  P.  Simonton,  by  T.  J.  Dacua,  by 
AVilliam  R.  Howard  and  Eliza  Howard,  by  James  R.  Cotliran  and 
Bertha  Cothran,  and  by  E.  W.  West  and  Pearl  Dacus  West  appear 
to  be  in  recordable  form  80  far  as  they  attempt  to  convey  their  good- 
will. Taking  these  papers,  however,  in  connection  with  the  paper 
signed  by  James  A.  Dacus,  it  is  evident  that  each  of  them  refers 
to  territorial  rights  and  neither  individually  nco-  collectively  is  the 
good-will  of  tiie  business  in  which  tiie  mark  is  used  conveyed  thereby. 
For  this  reason  these  papers  are  not  recordable. 

The  two  papers  signed  by  T.  Boyd,  a  master  in  c^ncery,  are  not 
recordable,  for  the  reason  that  they  do  not  purport  to  ccmvey  the 
good-will  of  the  business  in  whidi  the  mark  is  used  and  for  the 
further  reason  that  they  do  not  sufficiently  identify  the  mark,  as 
they  do  not  give  the  number  of  the  certificate  of  registration  and  the 
dat«  thereof.     (Rule  63,  Trade-Mark  Rules.) 

The  petition  is  denied. 


Hewitt  v.  Weinthaub. 
Deaaei  May  SO,  1908. 

131  o.  o.,  loei. 

IiTTKBFEaEiio»— TBSTiMOirT— ADMisaiBiiiTY  OF  Testiuont  GrvEEi  la  Pbiob 
JnTEBrxKEn  ox. 
In  on  Interference  between  H.  and  T.  a  witness  testlfled  to  certain  facts. 
Later,  la  an  Interference  between  H.  and  W.,  be  denied  any  knowledge  of 
these  facta.  Held  tliat  T.  and  W.,  not  being  privies,  tbe  tefltUnonr  In  the 
former  Interference  cannot  be  admitted  In  tiie  latter  except  for  tbe  purpoaa 
of  discrediting  the  witness. 

Appeal  from  Examiner  of  Interferences. 

IIBTHOD  or   KLBCTEIOU.   TBAHBUISBIOK, 

Mr.  Charles  A.  Terry  for  Hewitt.  {Mr.  George  B.  Stockhridge 
of  counHcl.) 

Mr.  Albert  O.  Davis  for  Weintraub.  {Mr.  Alexander  D.  LunX 
of  counsel.) 

Moore,  Commvtstoner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Hewitt  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  refusing  to  accept  the  deposition  of  Nelson  W.  Rogers, 
given  in  Interference  No.  24,689,  Hewitt  v.  TkomaSy  for  any  purpose 
other  than  to  discredit  his  testimony,  given  in  the  present  interfer- 
ence, and  from  that  portion  of  the  decision  granting  Weintraub's 
motion  to  suppress  Exhibit  No.  20,  a  printed  copy  of  Hewitt's  record 
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in  Interference  No.  24,689 ;  also  questions  8  to  11  of  the  deposition 
of  Capel. 

It  appears  that  Rogers,  who  is  a  witness  called  in  behalf  of  Hewitt 
in  the  present  interference,  was  interrogated  in  respect  to  certain 
demonstrations  which  Hewitt  testified  were  made  on  December  24, 
1901,  at  Cooper  Union,  New  York  city,  and  at  which,  he  states,  he 
was  assisted  by  Rogers.  Rogers,  who  was  expected  to  corroborate 
Hewitt  in  respect  to  these  facts,  which  it  is  alleged  he  had  testified 
to  in  a  prior  interference,  Hewitt  v,  Thomas,  however,  disclaimed 
any  recollection  of  thesie  facts,  and  when  confronted  with  a  certified 
copy  of  his  testimony  in  the  prior  interference  still  alleged  that  he 
did  not  remember  any  of  the  facts  there  set  out.  It  appears  that 
at  the  time  he  was  alleged  to  have  testified  in  the  earlier  interference 
he  was  an  employee  of  Hewitt,  but  has  since  left  his  employ  and  is 
hostile  to  him.  In  view  of  these  circumstances  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  admitted  the  certified  copy  of  his  testimony  in  the 
earlier  interference  for  the  purpose  of  discrediting  his  testimony  in 
the  present  interference,  but  did  not  admit  such  testimony  for  all 
purposes. 

It  is  contended  in  behalf  of  Hewitt  that  since  Rogers  was  called 
as  a  witness  in  the  present  interference  and  was  susceptible  to  cross- 
examinatiw  by  the  adverse  party  his  deposition  in  the  earliw  inter- 
ferenceshould  be  admitted  for  all  purposes  under  the  proviaons  of 
Rule  157,  which  reads  in  part  as  follows : 

Upon  motion  duly  made  and  granted  (aee  Rule  153)  testimony  taken  tn  an 
iDttf^eraice  proceeding  ma;  be  used  In  any  other  or  subsequent  Interference 
proceeding,  so  far  as  relevant  and  material,  subject,  however,  to  the  right  of 
any  contesting  party  to  recall  witnesses  whose  depositions  have  been  taken, 
KUd  to  take  other  teetlinony  In  rebuttal  of  the  depositions. 

It  is  pointed  out  that  the  terms  of  this  rule  are  sufficiently  broad 
to  admit  the  testimony  of  witnesses  in  another  proceeding  between 
parties  who  are  not  tlie  same  or  privy  in  interest  as  those  in  the  pro- 
ceeding in  which  it  is  sought  to  enter  this  testimony.  This  contention 
is  not  believed  to  be  well  founded.  The  well-settled  rule  in  the  court 
of  equity  as  to  the  admission  of  testimony  is  that  a  deposition  taken 
in  one  proceeding  may  not  be  introduced  in  another  suit  as  a  substi- 
tute for  the  oral  testimony  of  witnesses  against  one  who  is  not  a 
party  thereto,  nor  a  privy  to  such  party,  to  prove  any  fact  except 
the  p€aidency  of  the  proceeding  in  which  it  was  used.  {American 
and  English  Encyclopedia  of  Law,  2d  edition,  vol.  9,  p.  359 ;  Wig- 
more  on  Evidence,  vol.  2,  p.  1727;  Rutherford  v.  Geddea,  71  U.  S., 
220;  Tappan  v.  BeardsUy,  11  U.  S.,  427.) 

Rule  159  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  in  the  United  States  Patent  Office 
provides  that  the  established  rules  of  evidence  should  be  applied 
fitrictly  to  all  practice  before  the  Patent  Office,  There  is  no  reason 
for  greater  leniency  in  the  maimer  of  producing  evidence  in  interfer- 
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ence  cases  than  in  any  proceeding  before  a  court  of  equity.  The  faci 
that  a  party  has  an  opportunity  to  cross-examine  a  witness  ia  respect, 
to  his  former  testimony,  given  in  a  diff^i^n^  proceeding,  to  which 
such  person  is  not  a  party,  is  not  sufficient  to  warrant  the  introduction 
of  such  testimony,  since  the  eircumstancee  attending  the  examinatioD 
must  necessarily  be  different,  the  same  means  for  confirming  or  con- 
tradicting the  testimony  of  such  witnesses  not  ordinarily  being  avail- 
able at  the  time  the  later  deposition  is  taken.  It  is  therefore  apparent 
that  the  only  purpose  for  which  Rogers's  deposition  oould  be  ad- 
mitted in  this  case  is  i(x  the  purpose  of  discrediting  his  testimony 
in  the  prior  interference  under  exception  to  the  above  rule  made 
where  a  witness  after  being  called  is  proved  to  be  hostile  to  the  party 
by  whom  he  is  subpoenaed.  {Tacoma  Ry.  <&  Power  Company  v. 
Hays,  110  Fed.  Rep.,  496,  and  cases  cited  therein.) 

The  questions  and  answers  of  the  deposition  of  Capel,  Noa.  3  to  11, 
refer  entirely  to  the  taking  of  testimony  in  Uie  Hevntt  v.  Thomat 
interference  and  to  the  introduction  of  the  record  of  that  proceeding 
in  this  case.  For  the  reasons  stated  by  the  Examinw  of  Interfer- 
ences this  matter  is  thou^t  to  be  irrelevant  to  the  present  issue. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  admUtvug  Rogers'a 
deposition  in  the  interference  of  Hewitt  v.  Thoma»y  for  the  pwpote 
of  diacreditimg  his  testimony  m  the  present  ease  aione  and  Buppreiaing 
the  printed  copy  of  Hewitt's  record  in  Interference  No.  £ifi89  at^ 
the  pvition  of  CapeVs  testimoi^y  referred  to,  is  right  and  ie  affirmed. 


Ex  PAHTE  Barclay  ano  Bafclat. 

APPLICATION  FOB  RSOISTHATION  OF  TRAOB-MASK, 

Decided  May  £2.  1908. 

IM  O.  O.,  1G62. 

Tbadc-Mabks — Action  of  Exauineb  REFusino  to  Rroibteb  a  Mask  Not  B>- 

VIKWABUC  OK  PsmTION. 

The  actton  of  tbe  Bxamlner  of  Trade-HnrkB  obJectinK  to  the  epeclmeaB 
Sled,  upon  the  ground  that  they  do  not  dtow  the  use  of  the  a»tk  clalmad 
as  a  trade-mark,  constitutes  a  refusal  to  r«gl8ter  the  mark,  which  la  t9- 
viewable  upon  appeal  and  not  upon  petition. 

On  Petition. 

TSADE-UABK    FOR    MEOlChtXD    PBIFABATIOK    TOR   TH>    HAIS,    SOALF,    Ain>    SKn. 

Messrs.  Julian  C.  Dowell  <£  Son  for  the  applicants. 

Bilunos,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  from  the  action  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks 
objecting  to  the  q>ecimens  filed,  upon  the  grtMmd  that  thesj  do  not 
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bLow  the  use  of  the  mark  claimed  as  a  trade-mark.  The  Rpecimons 
filed  cozttain  a  fanciful  plctnre  ov«r  which  appears  the  words  "  Trico- 
fero,  O.  Sea  Compuesto  Medicado,  Del  Professes*  Alejandro  C. 
Barry,"  and  beneath  it  is  a  legend  in  Spanish  which,  as  freely  trans- 
lat«d  by  the  Bsaminer,  is  in  part  as  f oUows : 

Bzperlence  bas  proved  tbat  "  Trlcofero  de  Barrr  "  Is  as  efflcacloiie  for  tbe  cure 
of  all  «ztvnal  affeetloDa  aa  llnlaieata  and  mb*.  Trlcofero  almost  lofalJlbly  pre- 
MTvea  and  renewa  tbe  hair,  remoTes  all  tbe  Itnputities  of  tbe  craDlom,  carcfi 
tbe  indnultles  of  tbe  bair  and  reduces  all  classes  of  tnmors  and  Inflammation, 
wbetber  produced  by  accident  or  olber  cauBes. 

The  trade-mark  aought  to  be  registered,  "  Tricofero  de  Barry," 
only  appears  on  the  specimen  submitted  in  the  subject-matter  above 
quoted.  The  record  shows  that  the  Examiner  repeatedly  objected  to 
these  specimens  as  not  showing  the  use  of  the  words  "  Tricofero  de 
Barry  "  as  a  trade-mark.  In  response  to  these  objections  Uie  appli- 
cant stdoraitted  in  ommeetion  with  a  oommunieation  dated  April  7, 
1908— 

Speclmena  of  advertialog  which  diow  tbat  "  Tricofero  de  Barry  "  Is  tbe  name 
nnder  wblcb  tbe  preparation  1b  knowu  and  sold  in  Span Isb- American  couutrles. 

The  Examiner  also  refused  to  accept  these  all^;ed  specimens  as 
pn^rly  disclosing  the  use  of  the  trade-mark. 

Section  1  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  February  20,  1905,  requires 
that  in  connection  with  tbe  statement  forming  a  part  of  tbe  applica- 
titm  for  the  registration  of  a  trade-mark  the  applicant  shall  file  a 
drawing  of  the  trade-mark  signed  by  the  applicant  or  his  attorney — 
and  BQch  number  of  specimens  of  tbe  trade-mark,  as  actually  used,  as  may 
be  required  by  the  Commissioner  of  Patents. 

Rule  22  of  the  Trade-Mark  Rules,  which  were  promulgated  August 
1,  190C,  requires  that — 

Are  qiedmena  <or  facsimiles,  when,  from  tbe  mode  of  applying  or  affixing 
tbe  tnde-marb  to  the  goods,  specimens  cannot  be  furnished)   of  tbe  trade- 
mark as  actually  used  npou  the  goods — 
and — 

a  drawing  of  tbe  trade-mark  wblch  ebtill  be  a   facsimile  of  the  same  as 
BCtnally  used  upon  tbe  goods- 
shall  be  filed  with  each  application. 

,  It  is  urged  in  behalf  of  petitioner  that  there  is  no  legal  authority 
.for  objecting  to  the  specimens,  providing  the  applicant  has  filed 
specimens  showing  the  mark  claimed  as  actually  used,  and  the  case 
t»  re  Standard  Undergrownd  Cable  Company,  C.  D.,  1908,  687 ;  123 
O.  G.,  656,)  is  cited  in  support  of  this  contention.  In  that  case  an 
appeal  was  taken  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
fnHn  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  refusing  tbe  regis- 

„        Google 
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tration  of  a  trade-mark  upon  the  ground  that  the  mark  ^own  and 
described  in  the  application  was  not  the  murk  which  was  used  upon 
the  goods.  The  specimens  showed  the  word  "  Eclipse "  printed 
upon  a  dark  background  representing  a  partial  aolar  eclipse  and 
underneath  this  dark  background  the  words  "  Black  Core."  The 
drawing  furnished  as  a  part  of  the  appUcatifni  showed  only  the 
word  "  Eclipse."  In  the  consideration  of  that  case  the  Court  said 
in  part: 

An  exHDilnHtlon  of  so  mucb  of  tbe  Trade-Marfc  Act  af  1905  «a  Is  pertinent 
to  tbe  queetloa  uoder  consideration  dlsclonea  tbat  tbe  applicant  Is  required 
to  fnmlab,  among  other  tblngs,  a  drawing  of  tbe  trade-mark.  In  addition 
he  la  ottllged.  If  required  by  tbe  Commlasloner  of  Patents,  to  fnmlab  such 
a  number  of  apeclmens  of  tbe  trade-mark  as  actually  used  as  may  be  called 
for.  If  none  are  called  for  be  need  furnish  none.  If  none  are  required  his 
trade-mark  certificate  wUl  Issue,  and  tbe  validity  of  its  registry  cannot  be 
Invalidated  for  tbat  reason. 

Tbe  act  Is  silent  as  to  the  use  to  which  the  specimens  are  to  be  put.  Tbe 
drawing  Is  manifestly  to  be  furnished  for  pbotolitbograpblc  purposes.  It 
may  be  tbat  the  specimens  may  be  required  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that 
the  mark  has  actaally  been  used,  how  affixed  to  the  goods,  and  tbat  tbe 
claimed  mark  actually  appears  npcm  tbe  specimens  furnished.  It  does  not 
seem  to  us  that  It  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  specimens  are  to  be  famlabed 
in  order  that  the  Oommlssioner  of  Patents  may  pass  npon  the  question  as 
to  bow  much  of  the  matter  which  appears  upon  the  specimens  constitutes 
the  mark.  Nowhere  in  tbe  act  do  we  find  any  power  vested  in  tbe  Com- 
missioner of  Patents  to  decide  for  tbe  applicant  the  scope  of  bis  claimed 
trade-mark.  The  Commissioner  Is  vested  with  power  to  determine,  in  the 
first  Instance,  whether  the  mark  as  described,  shown  and  claimed,  ts  subject 
to  appropriation  by  tbe  applicant  and  may  satls^  himself  as  to  whether 
the  trade-mark  has  been  actually  nsed  in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce. 

It  is  evident  from  the  statement  of  the  court  above  quoted  that 
the  Commissioner  is  vested  with  power  to  determine  in  the  first 
instance — 
whether  the  trade-mark   baa  been  actually    used    In   interstate  and   forelgo 


and  it  is  obviously  within  the  power  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks 
to  determine  from  actual  inspection  of  the  specimens  presented  as 
a  part  of  the  application  for  registration  whether  an  actual  use 
of  a  trade-mark  has  been  established.  If  he  is  of  the  opinion  that 
the  specimens  do  not  disclose  an  actual  use  of  the  trade-mark  by 
the  applicant,  it  is  within  his  authority  to  refuse  registration  for 
that  reason  and  for  any  other  reason  which  constitutes  a  bar  to  the 
registration  of  the  trade-mark  claimed.  The  want  of  actual  use  of  a 
trade-mark  by  an  applicant  is  ground  for  rejection,  and  the  action  of 
the  Examiner  refusing  to  register  a  trade-mark  for  this  reason  is 
one  which  is  reviewable  \ipon  appeal  and  not  upon  petition. 
The  petition  ie  diamisaed,  .  ^-,         , 

...Cooglc 
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Ex  FABTS  Th£  American  Wrinoeb  Comfant. 

APFLIOATION   FOR   REOISTBATION   OF  TRADB-MARK. 

Deotded  Mav  S5,  1908. 
134  O.  O.,  1803. 

TBADE-M  ABKS — FCBI.IC  A  TIOTI. 

Tlie  qnestlon  wbetber  any  Bubstaotlal  cbange  has  been  made  hj  amend- 
ment  after  pnbllcatloa  In  the  class  of  goods  stated  In  an  appUcatloa  for 
regiBtratlon  whlcb  warrants  a  republication  of  the  mark  la  ona  wbloh 
ahoold  be  left  to  the  discietloD  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Harks. 

On  Petition. 

tbade-uabk  fob  bubbeb-roll  clothes-wbidgbba, 

Jl£r.  Frank  C.  Somea  for  the  applicant. 

MooRZ,  Convrmssioner: 

This  is  a  petition  that  an  order  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marfcs 
for  republication  of  this  trade-mark  be  canceled  and  the  case  passed 
to  issue. 

The  record  shows  that  this  mark  was  published  in  the  Official 
Oazbtte  of  September  24, 1907,  and  that  in  such  publication  "  clothes- 
wringers  "  was  given  as  tlie  particular  description  of  the  goods  upon 
which  it  was  used.  An  opposition  was  tiled  and  an  opposition  pro- 
ceeding instituted,  which  was  subsequently  dismissed  in  view  of  a 
stipulation  and  an  amendment  limiting  the  application  to  "  rubber- 
roll  clothes- wringers."  The  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks  held  that 
this  amendment  changed  the  particular  description  of  the  goods  upon 
which  the  mark  was  used  and  ordered  the  mark  republished  in  the 
Official  Gazxite. 

Appellant  contends  that  the  above-mentioned  change  in  the  goods 
is  one  of  form  and  not  of  substance,  or  at  mo«t  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
restriction  of  the  goods  and  was  included  in  the  original  publication; 
also  that  a  new  publication  and  a  reopening  of  the  case  to  opposition 
is  unwarranted  by  law. 

The  latt«r  contention  is  believed  to  be  untenable.  The  Trade-Mark 
Act  provides  (sec  6)  that — 

tbe  Gommlsaioner  shall  cause  tbe  marfc  to  be  published  at  least  once  In  ttae 
OrFiciAL  Gazftte  of  the  Patent  Office— 

and  that  a  notice  of  opposition  may  be  filed  "  within  thirty  days 
after  the  publication  of  the  mark."  This  act  leaves  it  to  the  discre- 
tion of  the  Commissioner  whether  the  mark  shall  be  republished. 
It  clearly  gives  him  authority  to  publish  it  more  than  once. 
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The  question  of  irhether  any  substantial  chan|;e  his  been  made  in 
the  class  of  goods  or  such  a  change  as  to  warrant  republication  is  (me 
that  should  be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks. 
He  is  an  offitaal  peculiarly  fitted  by  experience  to  pass  upon  this 
question,  and  it  is  conducive  to  good  and  uniform  practice  that  his 
decision  upon  this  matter  should  be  final,  as  in  the  case  with  his 
decisions  regarding  the  question  of  the  classification  of  applications 
for  the  registration  of  trade-marks.  {Ex  parte  Nestle  and  An-glo- 
Swiss  Oondemed  MUk  Company,  C.  D.,  1907,  227;  129  O.  G.,  8160.) 
•  The  petition  is  accordingly  dismissed. 


Ellis  v,  Schroeder  v.  Allen. 

patent  lnte&febencb. 

DeddeA  June  5,  1908. 

134  O.  G.,  1803. 

Irtebfebhce — Motion  to  Di8soi.tb — TkANsuiaBioif. 

A  motion  to  dlBsolve  filed  late  and  baaed  on  alleged  admisslonB  >n  a 
motion  filed  by  tbe  oppoelng  party  will  not  be  transmitted. 

Appeal  on  Motion. 

pAinx  Aim  TAKinsH  bbuover. 

Messrs.  Duncan  <&  Duncan  for  Ellis. 
Messrs.  Steuart  (&  Steuart  for  Schroeder. 
Messrs.  Parker  <&  Burton  for  Allen. 

Moore,  Co7n/mi^sioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Allen  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  refusing  to  transmit  a  motion  to  dissolve  filed  by  the 
appellant. 

The  record  shows  that  the  preliminary  statements  in  this  case 
were  approved  January  24,  1908,  and  that  the  present  motion  was 
not  filed  until  April  27,  1908,  which  was  long  after  the  expiration  of 
the  period  of  thirty  days  allowed  by  Rule  122  for  the  filing  of  pre- 
liminary statements.  The  Examiner  of  Interferences  held  that  there 
was  no  sufficient  excuse  for  the  delay  in  brining  the  motion  and 
also  that  the  subject-matter  of  the  motion  was  not  such  as  would 
warrant  its  transmission. 

Allen's  motion  to  dissolve  alleges  that  Schroeder  has  no  right  to 
make  the  claim  in  issue,  and  this  allegation  is  based  upon  supposed 
admissions  in  a  motion  for  dissolution  filed  by  Schroeder  on  April 
17,  1908,  and  certain  affidavits  to  the  effect  that  the  issue  is  not  pat- 
entable to  him.  Cit)0*^lc 
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The  record  abows  that  Stdiroeder'a  moti<Hi  to  diBSolre  was  denied 
trsnsmission  April  24,  1908,  and  that  no  appeal  was  tolmt  within 
the  limit  set.  It  is  urged  in  behalf  of  Allen  that  the  dela;  in  bring- 
ing the  present  motion  is  excused  by  tbe  fact  that  until  ScJiroeder's 
motion  was  filed  he  had  no  knowledge  of  this  alleged  admisnon. 
Th«  Examiner  of  Interferences  held  that  the  present  motion  should 
be  denied  for  the  reason  that  the  alleged  admission  in  the  motion  of 
Schroeder  and  the  affidavits  accompanying  the  same  correspond  in 
effect  to  alleged  conoeseions  by  a  party  in  his  testimony  and  form 
no  basis  for  a  motioo  for  dissolution.  The  conclusion  of  the  Ex- 
aminer of  Interferences  upon  this  point  is  clearly  right.  A  motion 
for  dissolution  should  not  be  b^ed  upon  testimony,  affidavits,  or 
other  actions  of  an  adverse  party  filed  after  the  approval  of  the 
preliminary  statements  and  which,  if  accepted  by  the  OtHce,  may 
form  grounds  for  judgment  of  priority,  (Sxdlivan  v.  Thomson, 
C.  D.,  1901,  21;  94  O.  G.,  585;  Par/ei  v.  Bugg,  C.  D.,  1899,  214;  89 
O.  G.,  1342 ;  FAhd  v.  Oliver,  C.  D.,  1900, 150 ;  92  O.  G.,  2889 ;  Vfinto-n. 
v.  Jeffery,  C.  D.,  1904,  866;  112  O.  G.,  500.)  In  the  present  case  the 
alleged  admission  of  Schroeder  was  refused  acceptance  by  the  Exam- 
iner of  Interferences,  and  his  decision  has  become  final  by  the  expira- 
tion of  the  limit  of  appeal  therefrom. 

In  view  of  these  circumstances  Allen's  motion  has  no  standing, 
irrespective  of  the  question  of  delay  in  bringing  the  same. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  is  right  and  is 
affinned. 

TOUNO  V.  TOWNSBND  V.  ThOLLEN. 
PATENT    INTERFEBENCEU 

DeeideA  May  18.  1908. 
134  O.  O.,  1804. 

IRTEKFEKKRCE BUBDER     OF     FBOOf DiSCBETION     OF    THE     ExAUIREB    OF     INTEB- 

FEREKCBS. 

It  Is  well  settled  tbat  tbe  question  of  placing  tbe  burden  of  proof  rests 
In  tile  discretion  of  tbe  Examtner  of  Interferences.  anA  hie  declsfnn  on  a 
motion  to  Bblft  the  burden  of  proof  will  be  reviewed  ouly  in  a  clear  case 
of  an  abuse  of  tbat  discretion. 

On  Pbtition. 

railway  s  ion  aung  system. 

JVr.  George  H.  Benjamin  and  Mr.  Eugene  C.  Brown  for  Young. 

Mr.  GeorgeH.  Benjamin  and  Mr.  Eugene  C.  Brown  for  Townsend. 

Mr.  WiUiam  L.  Pierce  and  Mr,  George  E.  Cruae  for  Thullen, 
BnxiNQS,  Assistant  ComTnissioner: 

This  case  comes  up  on  a  petition  by  Young  filed  AprilXTl^'^WS, 
that  tbe  Cwnmissioner  exercise  his  superviswy  authority  and  review 
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the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  rendered  March  26, 
1908,  in  vhich  the  order  of  the  parties  was  changed,  making  Thullen 
the  senior  party. 

It  appears  that  in  the  lett«r  of  March  19,  1908,  setting  times  for 
taking  testimony,  Young  was  made  the  senior  party,  by  reaswt  of 
the  fact  that  his  application  now  involved  in  the  interferaice  was  a 
continuation  of  an  application  filed  prior  to  Thullen's  application 
involved  in  the  interference.  Attention  was  called  to  the  fact  that 
Thullen's  application  is  a  renewal  of  an  application  filed  prior  to 
Young'B  original  application,  and  on  March  26,  1908,  times  were 
reset  making  Thullen  the  senior  party. 

The  attorney  for  Young  filed  a  letter  alleging  that  this  was  an 
error,  hy  reason  of  the  fact  that  at  the  time  Young's  later  applica' 
tion  was  filed  Thullen's  application  was  forfeited. 

On  April  4th  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  pointed  out  why,  in 
his  opinion,  his  action  in  setting  times  for  taking  testimony  was 
right  and  also  made  the  following  statement: 

ir  ttie  attorney  for  Young  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  practice  1b  not  in  ac- 
cordunce  with  the  declelone  which  he  cited  hla  remedf  should  be  sought  In  a 
motion  to  shift  the  burden  of  proof. 

This  is  clearly  a  correct  statement  of  the  proper  practice.  It  is 
well  settled  that  the  question  of  placing  the  burden  of  proof  rests 
largely  in  the  discretion  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences,  and  his 
decision  on  a  motion  to  shift  the  burden  of  proof  will  be  reviewed 
only  in  a  clear  case  of  an  abuse  of  that  discretion.  Certainly  his  ac- 
tion will  not  be  reviewed  where  no  such  motion  has  been  brougliL 

The  petition  is  dismissed. 

McKeen  v.  Jerdonb. 

PATENT   INTEBlr'BBBNCB. 

Decided  May  5.  1908. 

134  O.  G..  2027. 

Intebfrkbrob — Appeal  Filed  Aftes  Expibatioh  or  Limit  of  Appeal — Wbbk 
Entbbtained. 
An  appeal  filed  after  the  expiration  of  the  limit  of  appeal  wlU  be  enter- 
tained only  In  very  unusual  and  extraordinary  clrcumatancea. 

On  Motion. 

cab  btbdctubb. 

Messrs.  Duell,  Warfield  <&  Duell  for  McKeen. 

Messrs.  Mason,  Fenuiick  <&  Lawrence  for  Jerdone. 
MiMiRE,  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  motion  by  Jerdone  that  his  appeal  fnHn  the  decison  of 
the  Examiner  of  Interferences  may  be  entertained  and  considered  as 


DECISIONS  OF  THE  OOUMIBSIONEB  OF  PATENTS.  149 

though  filed  within  the  limit  of  appeal  fixed  by  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  awarded  priority  of 
invention  in  favor  of  McKeen  upon  a  portion  of  the  counts  of  the 
issce  and  in  favor  of  Jerdone  upon  the  remaining  counts  and  fixed 
April  3,  1008,  as  the  limit  of  appeal.  McKeen  filed  an  appeal  on 
April  3,  1908,  from  the  portion  of  the  decision  adverse  to  him.  Jer- 
done's  appeal  was  filed  on  April  i,  1908,  one  day  after  the  expiration 
of  the  limit  of  appeal.  Accompanying  the  motion  is  the  affidavit  of 
Jerdone,  in  which  he  states  that  immediately  upon  becoming  ac- 
quainted with  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  he 
determined  to  appeal  and  so  advised  hig  attorneys,  but  that  he  was 
out  of  employment,  had  exhausted  his  resources,  and  was  unable  to 
borrow  the  necessary  fee  for  this  appeal  until  after  the  expiration  of 
the  limit  of  appeal. 

It  seems  rather  remarkable  that  Jerdone  should  have  been  unable 
to  procure  the  necessary  fee  for  the  appeal  during  the  twenty-day 
limit  of  appeal  and  should  have  succeeded  in  doing  so  immediately 
upon  learning  of  the  appeal  filed  by  his  adversary. 

The  practice  is  well  established  that  an  appeal  filed  after  the  expi- 
ration of  the  limit  of  appeal  will  be  entertained  only  in  very  unusual 
and  extraordinary  circumstances.  {Briggs  v.  Conley,  C.  D.,  1903, 
1.58;  104  O.  G.,  1119;  Blackman  v.  Alexander,  C.  D.,  1903,  288;  105 
O.  G.,  2059;  Kletsker  and  Goexel  v.  Dodson,  C.  D.,  1904,  100;  109 
O.  G.,  1336;  Greuter  v.  Mathieu,  C.  D.,  1904,  278;  112  O.  G.,  253; 
Gerdom  v.  Ehrhardt,  C.  D.,  1905,  1C3;  116  O.  G.,  595;  Brisaenden  v. 
Soesck,  C.  D.,  1905,  440;  118  O.  G.,  2253;  Tovmsend  v.  Ehret,  C.  D., 
1906,  506;  125  O.  G.,  2051;  Wertzelmann  and  OverhoU,  C.  D.,  1906, 
530 ;  123  O.  G.,  995.)  In  the  last  case  cited  the  Commissioner  refused 
to  admit  an  appeal  although  filed  only  two  days  aft«r  the  expiration 
of  the  limit  of  appeal.  The  party  then  attempted  to  appeal  the 
matter  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  who  held  that  the  question 
presented  was  one  for  the  discretion  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents, 
and  inasmuch  as  no  abuse  of  discretion  was  shown  he  would  decline 
to  entertain  the  appeal. 

In  ttie  case  of  Blackman  v.  Alexander,  supra,  the  Commissioner 
said: 

It  may  be  said  here  that  the  limit  of  apiKtal  flied  by  tbe  Office  will  not  ordi- 
narily be  extended  to  Include  an  appeal  filed  too  late.  It  is  ouly  under  very 
nnusual  and  exceptional  cIrcuniBtanc-es  Ibat  auch  an  ext^Blon  will  be  granted. 
(Briggg  r.  OorUetf,  C.  D.,  1903,  158;  104  O.  G..  1119.)  Tbe  right  of  appeal  does 
not  stand  upon  tbe  s.iuie  footing  as  tbe  rlgbt  to  a  bearing  and  decision  In  tbe 
first  Instance.  After  a  party  bas  obtained  a  full  and  careful  declxlon  by  one 
trlbonal  upon  the  merits  of  bis  case  he  must  ordlnnrlly  c(>:ii|)ly  strictly  with  tti« 
roles  in  order  to  have  that  decislcm  reviewed  by  au  siiiieliate  tribunal,  . 
I.  Doc.  lS4fl,  60-2 II  ''  *S 
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It  is  not  thought  that  such  "  unusual  and  extraordinary  circum- 
stances "  are  presented  in  this  case  as  to  warrant  a  departure  from  the 
general  rule  stated  above. 

It  was  urged  by  counsel  for  McKeen  that  under  the  rulings  of  the 
Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  in  AUen  v.  Vn^td 
States  ew  rel.  Lovny,  (C.  D.,  1905,  643;  116  O.  G.,  2253,)  and  in 
United  States,  ex  rel.  Newcomb  Motor  Company,  v,  Moore,  {post, 
332;  133  O.  G.,  1680,)  the  Commissioner  is  without  autfcori^  to 
grant  Jerdone's  motion.  It  is  not  thought  that  these  detnsions  sup- 
port this  contention  or  are  applicable  to  a  case  of  Hiis  kind.  How- 
ever, in  view  of  the  holding  supra — that  Jerdone  has  not  shown  such 
circumstances  as  would  warrant  entertaining  the  appeal — ^it  is  unnec- 
essary to  further  consider  this  contention. 

The  motion  is  denied. 


Ex  PAKTE  White. 

APPLICATION  FOB  A  PATENT. 

Decided  June  4.  1908. 

134  O.  G.,  2027. 
PxAcnoB — Descbiptioit, 

Wbere  the  meaning  of  a  phrase  used  by  aa  appllonnt  Is  clear,  no  reasoo 
exietB  for  delaying  the  prosecution  of  the  case  by  InsliitliiK  upon  uierelf 
formal  changes  in  the  language  need. 

On  Petition. 

BOOK-BUABHinO  MAOHin& 

Siessrs.  PhUipp,  Saioyer,  Bice  <&  Kennedy  for  the  applicant. 

BiiiLiNas,  Assistant  Commissioner : 

This  is  a  petition  from  the  action  of  the  Examiner  objecting  to  the 
expression  "  toggle  made  and  broken,"  occurring  on  page  11  of  the 
specification.  The  Examiner  in  his  statement  contends  that  this  ex- 
pression is  inaccurate  and  does  not  properly  describe  the  operation 
ordinarily  known  as  "  straightening  a  t<^;gle." 

It  is  the  well-settled  policy  of  the  Office  to  permit  an  applicant  to 
select  his  own  terms  of  reference,  so  long  as  their  use  does  not  leid 
to  ambiguity.  {Eai  parte  HoUis,  C.  D.,  1899,  10;  86  O.  G.,  489;  ex 
parte  Welch,  C.  D.,  1905, 136;  115  O.  G.,  1850.) 

In  the  present  case  the  full  text  referred  to  is  as  follows : 

The  operating  means  for  the  toggle  may  also  be  varied  within  wide  limits^ 
but  In  the  best  GonBtrQCtions  the  toggle  wlU  be  made  and  brokoi  bjr  a  slotted 
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am  mcta  as  UlnBtrated  at  84,  this  arm  being  preterably  formed  In  one  piece 
with  tbe  short  arm  of  the  tc^gle.    The  slot  Id  this  arm  84  Is  engaged  by  a  roller  . 
8S  mounted  en  the  gear  24  before  referred  to.    It  ta  appar^t  that  by  this  con- 
•tmcUrai  the  tingle  will  be  made  and  broken  for  each  reTOlntlon  of  this  gear  24. 

It  is  obvious  that  no  misconstruction  could  occur  from  a  reading 
of  the  terms  **  made  and  broken  "  is  coimection  with  the  context.  On 
the  contrary,  the  meaning  of  the  phrase  as  used  by  the  applicant  is 
quite  clear.  Where  the  meaning  of  an  expression  is  rlear,  no  reason 
exists  for  delaying  the  prosecution  of  a  case  by  insisting  upon  merely 
formal  changes  in  the  language  used.  The  specification  of  a  patent 
is  directed  to  persons  skilled  in  the  art,  and  it  is  sufficient  if  the  terms 
used  in  the  specification  are  such  as  may  be  readily  understood  by 
those  to  whcMU  it  is  addressed. 

The  Examiner  calls  attention  to  an  objectionable  phrase  ("  beyond 
the  back  ")  occurring  in  claims  39,  40,  and  42.  It  is  understood,  how- 
ever, that  this  objection  will  be  corrected  in  the  same  manner  as  has 
already  bean  done  in  several  preceding  claims. 

The  petition  is  granted. 


Ex  PASTE  SaTZBIAN  &  FoRMAN. 
APPLICATION  FOB  BEOISTBATION  OF  TRADE-HABE. 

DeoUed  AprU  t,  M08. 
134  O.  O.,  2243. 
Tuse-Uabeb — Ahiioipatioh. 

A  trade-mart  comprising  tbe  representation  of  an  eagle  Btandlng  on  a 
rock  and  having  on  Its  breast  a  panel  with  "  14  E  "  thereon  is  not  regis- 
trable over  the  prior  r^tetratlon  for  goods  of  the  same  descriptive  proper- 
ties of  two  marks  the  esaentlal  feature  of  each  of  which  Is  the  represen- 
tation of  an  eagle. 
On  Appeal. 

tbade-ifabk  fob  eou>  chains  and  bbaoelets. 
Ifr.  Alexander  H.  Kaminsky  for  the  applicants 

MooKE,  Commiaaioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  refusal  of  the  Examiner  to  register 
a  trade-mark  claimed  by  this  applicant,  which  comprises  the  repre- 
sentation of  an  eagle  standing  on  a  rock  and  having  on  its  breast 
a  square  panel  bearing  the  numerals  and  lett«r  "  14  K,"  for  gold 
chains  and  bracelets.  Begistration  was  refused  in  view  of  the  regis- 
tered trade-mark  to  Waite,  Mathewson  &,  Co.,  No.  12,807,  November 
24,  1885,  in  which  the  essential  features  of  the  trade-mark  are  de- 
scribed as  "the  reprefHenfntion  of  an  eagle  with  a  locket  sufipcnded 
from  the  bill,"  for  lockets,  bracelets,  and  lace-pins,  and  also  upon  the 
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trade-mark  registered  by  Henry  Alkan,  No.  26,767,  January  1,  1895, 
which  is  described  as — 

tte  reprewntatloii  of  a  spread  eagle  carrying  la  Its  talons  a  rtns  mounted  wltb 
a  precious  atone, 

for  rings  and  other  articles  of — 

Jewelry  of  various  descriptions,  diamonds,  and  other  precious  Btoaes. 

There  appears  to  be  no  doubt  that  the  trade-mark  of  the  applicant 
is  used  upon  goods  of  the  same  descriptive  properties  as  those  set 
forth  in  the  registrations  cited,  and  the  sole  question  to  be  determined 
is  wheUier  the  trade-mark  of  the  applicant  so  nearly  resembles  the 
registered  marks  as  to  be  likely  to  cause  confusion  or  mistake  in  the 
mind  of  the  public  or  deceive  purchasers. 

The  salient  feature  of  each  of  the  marks  is  clearly  the  representa- 
tion of  an  eagle,  and  no  doubt  the  goods  upon  which  these  marks 
are  used  would  generally  be  known  as  the  "  Eagle  "  brand.  The 
various  accessories  illustrated  in  the  several  marks  are  not  deemed 
such  as  would  serve  to  distinguish  the  marks  from  one  another  in  the 
mind  of  the  ordinary  purchaser.  In  the  case  of  McLean  v.  Fleming 
(C.  D.,  1878,  262 ;  13  O.  G.,  913 ;  96  U.  S.,  245)  the  Court  said : 

What  degree  ot  resemblaDce  is  necessary  to  constitute  an  Infrli^ement  is 
Incflpable  of  exact  definition,  as  applicable  to  all  casea  All  that  courts  of  Jus- 
tice can  do,  in  that  regard,  is  to  say  that  no  trader  can  adopt  a  trade-mark 
BO  resembling  that  of  another  trader,  as  that  ordinary  purchasers,  buying  with 
ordinary  caution,  are  likely  to  be  misled. 

In  the  recent  case  in  re  Indian  Portland  Cement  Co.y  decided 
by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  post,  361;  1S4 
O.  G.,  578;  the  trade-mark  comprising  an  Indian's  head  shown  in 
profile  with  a  conventional  feather  head-dress  within  a  circle,  sur- 
rounded by  the  words  "  Indian  Portland  Cement  Co.,  Neodesha, 
Kansas,"  was  refused  registration  in  view  of  a  prior  trade-mark, 
which  was  described  as — 
the  representation  of  an  Indian's  head  with  a  feather  head-dress. 

In  the  latt«r  mark  a  front  view  of  the  Indian's  head  was  shown. 
In  that  case  the  Court  said : 

While  a  comparison  of  tbe  two  marks  as  represented  shows  difference  in 
details,  tbe  feature  of  each  Is  a  conventional  Indian  head,  calculated  to  make 
the  manufactures  on  which  Ihey  are  used  known  to  the  public  as  Indian-bead 
cement.  We  agree  with  the  Commlesloner  that  the  resemblance  is  such  as  to 
produce  the  confusion  In  trade  which  It  Is  the  inject  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act 
to  prevent. 

Since  in  the  present  case  the  eagle  is  the  predominating  feature 
of  the  mark  and  suggests  the  name  by  which  the  merchandise  of  the 
applicant  would  be  known  to  the  public,  and  as  the  representation  of 
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sn  eagle  is  the  essential  feature  of  each  of  the  re^stered  marks,  it 
is  held  that  the  applicant's  mark  so  nearly  resembles  the  registered 
trade-marks  dted  as  to  be  likely  to  cause  confusion  in  the  mind  of 
the  public  and  to  deceive  purchasers. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  it  a-ffirmed. 


RaTHOND   v.   KrrSELMAN   V.   SOHHER,   SOMMER,   SOMHEB,  AHD 

SbuHER  V.  Claudin. 

PATENT  INTERFERENCE. 

Bedded  June  5,  1908. 
IM  O.  a.,  2243. 

iHTHrEBEHOl ^HOTIOH   TO   DiBSOLTE— TXUIBUIBBIOIf. 

A  motloii  to  dissolve  on  Uie  giooiid  of  non-ii&tentabtllt;  based  on  patents 
tnnted  on  sn>IicatlonB  Hied  Babseanratl;  to  the  date  of  Inveotlon  alleged 
by  one  of  the  parties  to  ttae  Interference  In  bis  preliminary  statement 
shonld  not  be  transmitted. 

Appkal  on  Motion. 


Meatrs.  E.  8.  Wheeler  <&  Go.  for  Kayniond. 

Mr.  B.  G.  Siggera  and  Mr.  Charles  Tf .  La  Porte  for  Kitselman. 

Mr.  Charles  W.  La  Porte  for  Sommer  et  al. 

Mr.  Charles  W.  La  Porte  for  Claudin. 

BiLUNOS,  Assistant  Commissioner.- 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Raymond  from  a  decision  of  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences  refusing  to  transmit  a  motion  to  dissolve.  The 
motion  to  dLssolve  alleged  that  the  issue  was  not  patentable  in  view 
of  certain  patents  to  Snedeker,  which  were  cited. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  refused  to  transmit  the  motion  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  filed  after  the  thirty  days  allowed  by  the  rules 
for  brining  such  motions  and  on  the  further  ground  that  the  applica- 
tions upon  which  the  Snedeker  patents  were  granted  were  filed  subse- 
quently to  the  date  of  invention  alleged  in  Kitselman's  preliminary 
statement. 

Since  the  dates  on  which  the  Snedeker  applications  were  filed  are 
subsequent  to  the  date  of  invention  alleged  in  Kitselman^s  preliminary 
statement,  the  patents  cited  are  not  valid  references.  {Forsyth  v. 
Richards,  C  D.,  1905, 115;  115  O.  G.,  1827.) 

It  is  contended  by  Raymond  that  the  decision  in  Forsyth  v.  Rich- 
ards is  not  applicable  to  this  case,  because  the  Snedeker  patents  not 
only  show  the  invention  in  issue,  but  claim  it,  and  therefore  cannot 
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be  overcome  by  affidavits,  as  was  the  case  with  the  reference  cited  in 
Forsyth  v,  Richardt.  He  argues,  therefore,  that  there  was  such 
irregularity  in  dechtring  the  interference  as  to  preclude  a  proper 
determination  of  the  question  of  priority.  The  motion  to  dissolve, 
however,  did  not  set  up  irregularity  in  the  declaration,  but  nun- 
patentability  of  the  issue,  and  as  under  the  decision  cited  the  patents 
cited  in  the  motion  are  not  valid  references  the  Examiner  of  Interfer- 
ences properly  refused  to  transmit  the  motion. 

It  may  be  stated,  however,  that  even  if  the  parties  to  the  inter- 
ference could  make  the  claims  of  the  Snedeker  patents  it  would 
afford  no  ground  for  the  dissolution  of  the  interference,  since  an 
interference  could  not  be  declared  between  the  patents  to  Snedeker 
and  the  applications  involved  here  on  the  issue  of  this  interference. 

The  refusal  to  transmit  the  motion  on  the  ground  that  it  was  filed 
late  was  clearly  correct,  for  the  letter  of  March  11,  1906,  stated  that 
the  preliminary  statements  had  been  approved  and  fixed  the  period 
within  which  to  bring  motions  to  expire  on  April  11, 1908. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  is  a^rmed. 


Ex  PARTE  BaBCLAT  &.  BaRCLAT. 
APPLICATION    FOB   REOISTRATION    OF   TRADB-HARK. 

Deoidea  June  25, 1008. 
186  O.  O.,  217. 

1,  Trade- Mabkb—Refdbal  to  Rboibteb— Not  Revibwabli  oh  Petitioi*. 

An  action  by  tbe  BxBmloer  of  Trade-Marks  wblcb  constltntcH  a  re- 
jection of  an  application  Is  appealable  under  section  8  of  tbe  act  of  11)05 
and  la  not  therefore  a  matter  wblcb  la  enUtied  to  conalderaUMi  on  petition. 

2.  SAin — Samb— "  Food  and  DBiraa  Act." 

It  la  Incumbent  npon  tbe  Patent  Office  In  considering  tbe  reginratlon 
of  trade-marks  to  cooperate  wltb  tbe  otber  departmenta  of  tbe  Oovem- 
ment  In  tbe  observance  of  tbe  provisions  of  tbe  Food  and  Drugs  Act  of 
June  30,  1906,  and  to  tbat  end  It  is  tbe  duty  of  tbe  Examiner  of  Trade-. 
Marks  to  refuse  to  register  a  mark  wben  in  bis  opinion  statements  are 
contained  in  tbe  labels  presented  wblcb  fall  under  tbe  category  defined  as 
"  mtsbranded  "  In  tbat  act 
8.  Same— Rejbctioi*  Arsb  Publication— Pbacticb. 

Tbe  fact  tbat  a  mark  bas  been  publisbed  In  tbe  Officiai.  OAarrrs  and 
tbereafter  opposition  proceedings  successfully  defended  does  not  preclude 
tbe  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks  from  refusing  to  register  tbe  mark  wbere 
a  statutory  bar  ts  found  or  wbere  by  reason  of  tbe  Interpretation  of  tbe 
statutes  relating  to  trade-marks  In  declalons  rendered  by  the  conrt  and 
by  tbe  Commlaaloner  subsequeit  to  tbe  publication  of  the  mark  be  is  of 
tbe  opinion  tbat  registration  of  the  mark  shoold  be  refnsed. 

On  PBTrnoN.  <-'' 
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Metsrs.  Jvlian  G.  Dowell  dh  Son  for  the  applicant. 

MooRB,  Commdssioner: 

This  is  a  petition  from  the  action  of  the  Examiner  rejecting  the 
above-entitled  application  aft«r  the  mark  bad  been  duly  published 
in  Uie  Officiai.  Gazeits  and  after  the  final  determination  of  an 
opposition  proceeding  in  favor  of  the  applicant. 

The  Examiner  refused  to  register  the  trade-mark  shown  in  the 
drawing  as  a  technical  trade-mark  for  the  reason  that  the  controlling 
features  of  the  mark  comprise  the  name  of  an  individual  not  written, 
printed,  impressed,  or  woven  in  a  particular  or  distinctive  manner, 
conpled  with  certain  descriptive  phrases  which  are  in  themselves 
noc-registrable,  mider  section  5  of  the  act  of  February  20,  1905, 
He  also  refused  to  register  the  mark  because  of  the  inclusion  therein 
of  the  word  "  Curan,"  a  Spanish  word  which  as  used  indicates  that 
the  remedy  comprises  a  cure  for  several  stated  diseases. 

The  action  of  the  Examiner  clearly  constitutes  a  rejection  of  the 
application,  which  is  appealable  under  section  8  of  the  act  of  Feb- 
ruary 20,  1905,  and  Eule  56  of  the  Trade-Mark  Kules.  It  is  there- 
fore not  a  matter  which  is  entitled  to  consideration  upon  petition. 

It  is  urged,  however,  that  the  circumstances  of  the  case  are  such 
as  to  warrant  the  Commissioner  in  exercising  bis  supervisory  author- 
ity to  direct  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks  to  register  the  trade- 
mark presented  in  petitioner's  application. 

The  record  shows  that  this  application  was  filed  April  18,  1906, 
and  was  published  in  the  Official  Gazette  October  9,  1906.  A 
notice  of  opposition  was  filed  November  6,  1906,  which  was  dis- 
missed by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  on  March  4,  1908,  because 
of  the  failure  of  the  opposer  to  print  his  testimony.  Thereafter  the 
Examiner  refused  to  register  the  mark  for  which  application  was 
made,  for  the  reasons  above  stated. 

It  is  contended  by  the  petitioner  that  the  action  of  the  Examiner 
is  not  justified,  since  no  reasons  for  rejection  are  now  relied  upon 
which  might  not  have  been  discovered  prior  to  the  publication  of  the 
trade-mark.  It  is  pointed  out  that  the  trade-mark  was  found  to  be 
registrable  after  due  examination  of  the  records  of  this  Office  and 
published  in  the  Gazette,  and  it  is  urged  that  since  no  bar  to  the 
registration  of  the  mark  was  adduced  in  the  opposition  proceeding 
the  Examiner  is  without  authority  to  now  refuse  to  register  the  mark. 

"ITie  Commissioner  held  in  ex  parte  duett,  Peabody  <fe  Company 
(C.  D.,  1906,  83;  120  O.  G.,  902)  that  the  publication  of  a  mark  did 
not  preclude  a  subsequent  rejection  of  the  same  if  a  statutory  bar 
to  the  registration  of  such  mark  -was  thereafter  found.  It  is  con- 
tended, howevor,  that  in  the  present  case  no  new  reference  has  been 
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found,  nor  has  any  other  statutory  bar  to  the  registration  of  the 
trade-mark  been  discovered  since  its  publication. 

The  action  of  the  Examiner  in  this  case  appears  to  be  based  upon 
certain  recent  interpretations  of  the  statute  in  respect  to  the  regis- 
trability of  the  name  of  an  individual  and  of  descriptive  words  used 
in  connection  with  arbitrary  features  which  did  not  constitute  con- 
trolling features  of  the  mark,  the  decisions  cited  in  the  Examiner's 
letter  of  rejection  having  been  rendered  subsequently  to  the  date  of 
the  publication  of  the  trade-mark.  It  is  clearly  not  only  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Examiner  to  reconsider  the  question  of  the  regis- 
trability of  a  trade-mark  in  the  light  of  decisions  rendered  since 
the  publication  of  a  mark,  but  it  is  his  duty  to  do  so.  There  is  there- 
fore no  reason  for  arbitrarily  interfering  with  his  action  in  this  case. 

In  the  last  letter  of  rejection,  dated  April  13,  1908,  the  Examiner 
required  the  cancelation  of  the  word  "  Curan,"  appearing  several 
times  upon  the  label,  upon  the  ground  that — 
It  iB  Dot  seen  how  a  medicine  can  be  set  fortb  as  a  cure. 
In  other  words,  this  objection  is,  in  effect,  that  the  label  contains  a 
misleading  or  deceptive  statement.  It  was  recently  held  by  the  Court 
of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  that  the  fact  that  an  appli* 
cant  for  registration  has  used  misleading  and  deceptive  statements 
upon  his  labels  is  sufficient  ground  for  the  refusal  of  registration. 
{The  Peter  Schoenhofen  Brewing  Gompany  v.  The  Maltine  Company, 
poa«,  386;  134  O.  G.,  1804;  L.  W.  Levy  <6  Company  t.  Nathan  M.  Uri, 
post,  4^1;  135  O.  G.,  1363.) 

Furthermore,  on  June  30,  1906,  an  act  entitled  "The  Food  and 
Drugs  Act"  was  passed,  which  contains  in  the  first  paragraph  of 
section  8  thereof  the  following  provision : 

That  the  term  "  mlsbranded,"  as  used  herein,  shall  apply  to  all  drugs,  or 
articles  of  food,  or  articles  which  enter  Into  the  couiixisltlon  of  food,  the 
package  or  label  of  which  shall  bear  any  atatement,  design,  or  device  regarding 
such  article,  or  the  Ingredients  or  substances  contained  therein  which  shall  be 
false  or  misleading  In  any  particular,  and  to  any  food  or  dmg  product  which 
Is  falsely  branded  as  to  the  State,  Territory,  or  country  In  wblch  it  Is  manu- 
factured or  produced. 

It  is  incumbent  upon  the  Patent  Office  in  considering  the  regis- 
trability of  trade-marks  to  cooperate  with  the  other  departments  of 
the  Government  in  the  observance  of  the  provisions  of  this  act,  and 
to  that  end  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks  to  refuse 
to  register  a  mark  when  in  his  opinion  statements  are  containetl  in 
the  label  presented  which  fall  under  the  category  defined  as  "niis- 
bronded"  in  the  Food  and  Drugs  Act  above  referred  to.  In  the 
present  case  the  objection  of  the  Examiner  is  based  upon  his  inter- 
pretation of  the  matter  upon  the  labels  with  reference  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Food  and  Drugs  Act  He  has  therefore  not  exceeded  his 
jurisdiction  in  refusing  registration  upon  this  ground. 
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In  view  of  the  facts  stated  I  find  no  reason  for  exercising  my 
supervisory  authority  to  set  aside  the  action  of  the  Examiner  in  this 
case. 

The  peiUion  is  dismissed. 


CuTLBB  V.  Hall, 

PATENT   INTEBF£RENCB. 

Decided  June  £5,  1908. 

135  O.  G.,  449. 

IirrcBFEBeifCK— Rkopehino  to  lNCLtn>G  Eabueb  AppLicATioRB^Rsa  Adjudicata, 
Wbere  an  Interference  had  been  decided  adversely  to  C.  upon  the  Kroimd 
tbat  altbongb  Orst  to  conceive  he  had  concealed  the  invention  and  bud 
thereby  lost  his  rights  to  a  patent  under  the  doctrine  stated  In  Uasvn  v. 
S«»lmm  (a  D^  1898,  610;  84  O.  G.,  147,)  and  it  Is  alleged  tbat  It  was 
foondafterthe  termination  of  thelnterferencethatan  eailiei  application  by 
C.  disclosed  the  invention  In  Issue,  BelA  tbat  such  circumstances  do  not  jus- 
tly the  reopening  of  the  Interference  to  include  said  earlier  application, 
BlDce  the  alleged  newly-discovered  evidence  Is  such  as  might  have  been 
utilized  in  Uie  original  interference,  and  that  for  this  reason  the  case  Is  rra 
adjudicata  nnder  the  doctrine  stated  In  Blackford  v.  Wilder  (O.  D.,  18i>7, 
491;  127  0.  G,  1255)  and  Marine  v.  Wende.  (C.  D.,  1907.  615;  129  O.  G, 
2858.) 


STAKTINO  RHEOSTAT. 

Messrs,  Jones  d)  Addington  and  Mr.  Edwin  B.  H.  Tower  for  Cutler. 
Mr.  AlbeH  Q.  Davis  for  HalL 

MoOBE,  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  by  Cutler  that  the  decision  in  this  interference 
be  vacated  and  that  the  interfei-ence  be  reopened  for  the  purpose  of 
including  a  prior  application  by  Cutler,  originally  numbered  93,^37 
and  filed  February  10,  1902,  and  of  which  application  No.  202,311, 
the  application  in  this  interference,  is  now  alleged  to  be  a  division. 
It  appears  from  affidavits  in  support  of  the  petition  that  at  the  time 
this  interference  was  declared  the  earlier  application.  No.  93,387,  was 
involved  in  a  different  interference,  and  that  by  reason  of  this  fact 
and  of  the  fact  tbat  CuUer^s  applications  were  handled  by  different 
assistants  in  the  office  of  ^e  attorneys  of  record  the  disclosure  of 
the  invention  in  issue  in  this  interference  which  was  contained  in  the 
earlier  Cutler  application  was  overlooked  at  the  time  this  interference 
was  declared  and  during  its  prosecution. 

After  the  deci^Mi  in  this  interference  became  final  and  Applica- 
tion No.  93,387  had  been  allowed  and  also  after  the  patent  had  been 
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granted  to  Hall  it  is  alleged  that  the  disoovery  was  made  that  the 
subject-matter  forming  the  issue  in  this  interference  was  disclosed 
in  Cutler's  application  No.  93^87.  A  petition  was  then  made  to  with- 
draw that  application  fr«n  issue  for  the  purpose  of  interference  with 
the  patent  to  Hall.  This  petition  was  denied  by  the  Commissioner 
on  December  29,  1906.  Thereupon  Cutler's  application  No.  93,387 
was  permitted  to  forfeit  and  was  immediately  renewed  with  the  re- 
quest that  an  interference  be  declai-ed  between  the  same  and  Hall's 
patent  The  Examiner  refused  to  declare  such  interference,  holding 
that  the  case  was  res  adjiidicata,  in  view  of  tho  decisim  of  the  inter- 
ference, under  the  authority  of  Blackford  v.  Wilder  (C.  D.,  1907, 
491;  127  O.  G.,  1265)  and  Horine  v.  Wende,  {C.  D.,  1907,  615;  129 
O.  a,  2868.) 

This  interference,  which  includes  Cutler's  application  No.  202,211, 
was  declared  August  9,  1904,  and  preliminary  statements  were  filed 
by  each  of  the  parties.  Testimony  was  taken  in  behalf  of  Cutler,  but 
no  testimony  was  presented  by  Hall.  The  case  came  aa  for  final  hear- 
ing, and  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  and  the  Examiners-in-Cbief 
each  held  that  although  Cutler  was  the  first  to  conceive  the  invention 
he  was  barred  fnHn  receiving  the  award  of  priority  by  a  concealment 
of  the  invention  under  the  doctrine  stated  in  the  decisions  of  the 
Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  in  the  cases  of  Mason  v. 
Hepburn.  (C.  D.,  1898,  610;  84  O.  G.,  147)  and  TAtwwoft  v.  Wetttm, 
{C.  D.,  1902,  521 ;  99  O.  G.,  864.)  No  appeal  was  tekeai  frran  the  de- 
cision of  the  Examiners-in-Chief,  and  the  limit  of  appeal  frtHO  their 
decision  expired  December  15,  1905. 

It  appears  that  the  alleged  disclosure  in  Cutler's  earlier  application. 
No.  93,387,  was  not  discoverBd  until  subsequent  to  the  dute  of  allow- 
ance of  this  apphcation,  December  10,  1906.  It  is  ui^ed  that  the 
Office  is  justified  in  reopening  this  case  to  include  Cutler's  earlier 
application,  for  the  reason  that  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Inter- 
ferences and  the  Examiners-in-Chief  holding  that  the  concealment  of 
the  invention  by  Cutler  precluded  an  award  of  priority  to  him  is 
overcome  by  the  fact  that  application  No.  93,387  was  on  file  in  the 
Patent  Office  prior  to  the  date  of  Hall's  application  and  that  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  present  case  tlierefore  differ  frmn  those  ordinarily 
required  to  establish  a  right  to  reopen  an  interference.  In  support 
of  this  contention  reference  is  made  to  the  decision  of  Thorpe  v.  White 
and  White,  (C.  D.,  1900,  66;  91  O.  G.,  I486,)  in  which  an  inter- 
ference was  reopened  after  the  decision  of  priority  to  permit  the 
inclusion  of  an  earlier  application  of  the  party  Thorpe.  "Die  circum- 
stances in  that  case  differ  materially  from  those  in  the  case  at  bar. 
Thorpe,  the  junicw  party,  failed  to  file  any  statement,  and  priority 
of  invention  was  awarded  to  White  and  White  under  the  provisions 
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of  Rules  114  and  116.  A  motion  was  promptly  made  by  Thorpe  to 
reopen  the  interference  for  the  purpose  of  including  an  earlier  appli- 
caticm.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  Thorpe's  earlier  application 
admittedly  embodied  the  invention  which  was  the  issue  of  the 
interference  and  of  the  fact  that  Thorpe  applied  promptly  to  have  the 
jadgment  by  default  set  aside  the  Commissioner  ordered  that  the 
interference  be  reopened.  Judgment  in  the  case  at  bar,  on  the  other 
hand,  was  rendered  after  opportunity  had  been  given  to  the  contest- 
ing parties  to  present  evidence  in  support  of  their  respective  claims 
and,  in  fact,  after  testimony  had  been  presented  by  Cutler.  Further- 
moret  the  decisicHi  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  in  this  case  was 
reviewed  and  affirmed  by  the  Examiners-in-Chief.  There  appears  to 
be  no  reason,  therefore,  why  Cutler  did  not  have  ample  opportunity 
at  that  tJme  to  present  all  of  the  evid^ice  which  he  may  he  able  to 
produce  at  the  preset  lime. 

It  is  further  to  be  observed  that  at  the  time  the  interference  of 
Thorpe  v.  White  and  White  was  redeclared  it  was  the  practice  of  the 
Office  to  permit  second  interferences  in  exceptional  cases  where  the 
circumstances  justified  such  action.  It  is  now  settled  that  a  second 
interference  may  not  he  declared  in  respect  to  subject-matter  which 
was  or  might  have  been  contested  in  the  first  interference.  The 
Court  of  Appeals  in  the  case  of  Blackford  v.  Wilder,  supra,  stated : 

Wbetber  the  former  dedBlon  was  rlfcbt  or  wrong,  or  was  Induced  b?  tbe  want 
of  til*  particolar  evidence  that  was  offered  in  tbe  present  caBe,  ia  not  tbe  quea- 
tion.  However  tbat  migbt  be  It  was  final  and  pnt  an  end  to  tbe  litigation  In 
tiM  first  tDterference.  It  mnat  be  bald,  therefore,  as  concInelTe  of  every  ques- 
tion tbat  not  only  was,  but  also  migbt  have  been  presented  and  determined  In 
that  case. 

This  doctrine  is  reiterated  by  that  court  in  the  decision  in  Horine 
V.  Wende,  (C.  D.,  1907,  615;  129  O.  G.,  2858.) 

In  view  of  the  practice  announced  in  the  decisions  above  cited 
Cutler  is  estopped  from  again  contesting  the  subject-matter  of  this 
interference. 

In  addition  to  this  reason,  which  is  in  itself  conclusive,  it  may  be 
stated  tbat  this  interference  should  not  be  reopened  for  the  reason 
that  no  adequate  excuse  is  given  by  Cutler  for  the  delay  in  discover- 
ing that  the  invention  is  issue  was  disclosed  in  his  earlier  application, 
if  such  be  the  case.  Mot  only  is  tbe  excuse  offered  by  the  attorneys 
insufficient,  bat  the  very  fact  that  Cutler  testified  in  this  interference 
without  referring  to  the  earlier  application,  which  he  must  have 
known  was  pending  in  the  Patent  Office  at  that  time,  is  ample  ground 
for  refusing  to  open  this  case. 

The  petition  i$  denied. 


,,  Google 
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Ex  PASTE  Union  Carbide  Comfant. 

APPLICATION  FOB  BEOISTRATION  OP  THADE'MARK. 

Decided  June  ti,  1909. 
136  O.  G^  450. 

1.  TBADB-MABES RECISTKATION — CONTROLLINO    FEATUSES. 

A  mark  la  not  r^latruble  uuleaa  Its  controlling  features  are  regtBtrable. 
</n  re  Hopking,  C.  D.,  19QT,  649;  128  O.  G.,  980;  20  App.  D.  (X,  IIS;  in  rt 
Cre»r,ent  Tvpewriter  Supply  Company,  po»t,  818;  183  O.  Q,  231.) 

2.  Sauk — "tJwiON  Cakbide" — DESCBtPim  and  Gbogbaphical, 

Tbe  wordB  "  Dnion  Carbide "  ere  not  leglatrabte  ta  a  trade-maFk  for 
calcium  carbld,  as  tbe  word  "  Union  "  Is  geoKrapblcal  and  the  word  "  Car- 
bide" la  descrlptlTe. 

3.  Sam  I — "  Union  Cabbidk  "  Mebelt  the  Naue  of  Applicant. 

The  worda  "  Union  Carbide  "  Beli  not  reglatrable  by  the  Union  Carbide 
Company  aa  a  tmde-mark  for  calcium  carbld,  «a  these  words  Bubetautlall7 
conatltute  the  name  of  the  applicant 

On  ApPEAii. 

TRADE-MABK  lOB  CALdUH  OABBIll, 

Messra.  Byrriea  <&  Tovmaend  for  the  applicant 

Billings,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Trado- 
Marks  refusing  registratiim  of  a  trade-mark  for  calcium  carbid  com- 
prising the  words  "  Union  Carbide  "  arranged  upon  a  panel  which 
spans  an  annular  band,  the  words  "  Calcium  Carbide  "  being  printed 
on  the  top  and  **  Union  Carbide  Co."  on  the  bottom  of  the  band. 

Registration  of  this  mark  was  refused  by  the  Examiner  of  Trade- 
Marks  on  the  ground  that  the  controlling  and  distinguishing  feature 
of  the  mark  is  the  term  "  Union  Carbide  ^  and  that  the  word 
*'  Union  "  is  either  geographical  or  descriptive  and  tbe  word  "  Car- 
bide "  is  descriptive. 

That  the  words  "  Union  Carbide  "  form  the  controlling  and  dis- 
tinguishing feature  of  appellant's  mark  cannot  be  seriously  ques- 
tioned, and  it  is  settled  that  this  feature  must  be  registrable  in  order 
to  render  the  mark  as  a  whole  registrable  by  the  following  decisions 
of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia:  in  re  Hopkins, 
(C.  D.,  1907,  549;  128  O.  G.,  890;  29  App.  D.  C,  118;)  inre  Crescent 
Typewriter  Supply  Company,  {post,  318 :  133  O,  G.,  231.)  The  word 
"  Carbide  "  is  the  generic  name  of  applicant's  goods,  calcium  carbid, 
and  is  obviously  descriptive. 

The  word  "  Union  "  as  a  trade-mark  has  been  repeatedly  refused 
registration,  as  appears  from  the  Commissioner's  decision  in  ex  parte 
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Sacks  (C  D.,  1907,  169;  128  O.  G.,  2530)  and  the  cases  therein  men- 
tt<Mie)l.  In  tliat  decision,  where  the  registration  of  "  Union  "  as  a 
trade-mark  for  heel-plates  for  boots  and  shoes  was  refused,  it  was 
said: 

The  Snt  deOnltion  of  "  Union  "  given  in  The  OetUKry  OyclopedUi  of  tiamet 
i»  "  Tbe  United  Statea  of  America."  Tbe  r^etratlon  of  appellant's  mark  U 
refused  in  Tlew  of  tbe  above  deOnltion,  and  of  eectloii  D  of  tbe  Trade-Mark  Act 
of  ITebroaiy  20,  1905,  wtilcb  provides  tbat  no  mark  ctwsUtiiiK  merely  of  "a 
geograpldcal  name  or  term,  shall  be  reglBtered  under  tlie  terms  of  this  ai^t," 
and  of  tite  dedBions  of  tlie  conrte  bolding  socli  terms  as  "Columbia,"  (Colum- 
bia MUl  Oomvany  t.  Alcorn,  C.  D.,  1893,  OT2;  66  O.  G..  1916;  160  XJ.  S.,  460,) 
"Old  Country"  and  "Our  Conntry."  {"Wriaiey  Company  v,  Iowa  Soap  Cont- 
paay,  122  Fed,  Rep.,  796,)  and  "  Contlneutal  "  (Continental  Insurance  Company 
T.  Continental  Fire  Auociation,  101  Fed.  Rep.,  255)  to  be  Keogrnphicsl  and  not 
capable  of  appropriation  as  trade- marks.    •    •    • 

That  It  Is  tbe  practice  of  tbls  Office  to  refuse  to  register  the  word  "  Union  " 
as  a  trade-mark  appears  from  tbe  cases  of  ew  parte  The  Union  Metallic  Car- 
tridge Company  (70  H8.  Dec.,  400)  and  Martin  B.  Taylor,  (71  H8.  Dec.,  480.) 
where  the  word  "Union"  was  refused  registration  as  a  trade-mark  for  car- 
tridgee  and  cartridge-lielts  and  for  amokisg  and  chewing  tobacco,  respectively. 

The  reasons  there  stated  for  holding  the  word  "  Union  "  get^raph- 
ical  are  beheved  to  be  equally  applicable  to  the  present  case. 

This  case  is  very  similar  to  in  re  Crescent  Typewriter  Company 
and  to  tn  re  Bopkins,  ftupra,  where  the  court  of  appeals  held  the 
words  "  Orient "  and  "  Oriental "  to  be  geographical  and  the  term 
"  Oriental  Cream  "  to  be  descriptive.  Registration  was  refused  for 
these  reasons,  notwithstanding  the  words  were  associated,  as  in  the 
present  case,  with  certain  minor  arbitrary  features. 

Section  5  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  provides  not  only  that  descrip- 
tive and  get^raphical  words  shall  be  refused  registration  as  trade- 
markS)  but  also  that  no  mark  shall  be  registered — 
which  consists  merely  In  tlte  name  of  an  iDdlvldual,  firm,  corporation  or  asso- 
ciation not  written,  printed,  Impreesed,  or  woven  In  some  particular  or  dis- 
tinctive manner. 

Applicant's  name  consists  of  the  words  "  Union  Carbide,"  which 
constitutes  the  predominating  feature  of  its  mark,  with  the  word 
"Company"  added.  The  words  are  not  printed  in  a  particular  or 
distinctive  maimer,  but  are  printed  from  ordinary  block  type.  The 
name  of  applicant, "  Union  Carbide  Co.,"  on  the  bottom  and  the  name 
of  tbe  goods,  "  Calcium  Carbide,"  on  the  top  of  the  annular  band  are 
printed  in  the  same  character  of  type  and  add  nothing  re^strable 
to  the  mark.  For  this  reason  also  the  mark  is  not  thought  to  be  regis- 
trable under  the  above  proviso  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act 

The  present  case  is  similar  to  that  oi  ex  parte  C.  H.  AMen  Company 
0.  D.,  1907,  423;  131  O.  G.,  2419,)  involving  a  trade-mnrk  for  boots 
and  shoes,  where  the  mark  consisted  of  the  words  "  The  Alden  Shoe," 
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with  the  word  "Alden  ^  printed  in  letters  of  suoh  relative  sizes  is  to 
form  an  elipse,  inclosed  within  a  circle  around  which  was  printed 
the  words  "  Mannish  Shoes "  at  the  top  and  **  For  Boys  "  at  the 
bottom.  This  mark  was  refused  registrati(Hi  on  the  grotmd  that 
"Alden  "  is  the  name  of  an  individual  and  tliat  the  othcff  features  of 
the  mark  are  descriptive.  See  also  «a>  parte  The  Creedmoor  Cartridge 
Company,  (C.  D.,  1891, 140;  56  O.  G.,  1338.) 

In  the  case  of  Kentucky  Distilleries  <&  Warehouse  Company  v.  Old 
Lexington  Club  Distilling  Company  {post,  417;  135  O.  G.,  220;)  the 
Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  held  that  appellee  was 
not  entitled  to  te^ster  the  words  "  Old  Lexington  Club  "  as  a  tech- 
nical trade-mark  for  whisky  upon  the  grounds  (1)  that  the  mark  is 
substantially  a  reproduction  of  the  corporate  name  of  t^e  appellee 
and  (2)  that  the  word  "  Club  "  is  descriptive  and  the  word  "  Lexing- 
ton "  is  geographical.    The  Court  in  its  decision  said : 

There  are  leveral  provlaionB  of  the  statnte,  which,  we  think,  forbid  ttie  regM- 
tratlon  of  the  mark  In  question.  Section  5  ol  the  act  of  Congress  of  February 
20,  1900,  amung  other  things  provides : 

"  That  no  mark  which  coneista  merely  In  the  name  of  an  Indlvldnal,  firm, 
eorporalipD,  or  association,  not  WTlttm,  printed.  Impressed,  or  wov^i  In  some 
particulur  or  distinctive  manner  or  In  association  with  a  portrait  of  the  Indi- 
vidual, or  merely  In  words  or  devices  which  are  descriptive  of  the  goods  with 
which  they  are  used,  or  of  the  character. or  quality  of  such  goods,  or  merely 
a  geogr.nphlcal  name  or  term  shall  be  registered  under  the  terms  of  this  act' 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  trade-name  here  sought  to  be  registered  Is  al- 
most a  reproduction  of  the  corporate  name  of  the  applicant  In  fact,  It  seems 
probable,  from  an  examination  of  the  record  In  this  case,  that  the  corporate 
name  of  the  appellee  company  was  derived  from  the  mark  sought  to  be  regis- 
tered, since  "  Old  Lexington  Olub  "  was  a  name  applied  to  Uqnor  distilled  and 
sold  by  the  predcc«>ssors  In  business  of  appellee. 

We  are  also  of  the  opinion  that  the  words  "  Old  Lexington  Club  "  do  not  coo- 
stltute  a  technical  trade-mark.  The  word  "Club,"  as  applied  to  liqnora,  has 
become  a  descriptive  term.  A  word  in  its  early  use  may  be  neither  descriptlre, 
nor  denote  quality,  but  by  constant  and  repeated  use  and  application  to  a  par- 
ticular product  become  descriptive  of  such  goods,  and  also  denote  their  quality. 

In  that  ca.se  the  mark  consisted  of  the  applicant's  name  with  the 
words  "  Distilling  Company  "  omitted.  In  the  prp-scnt  case  the  pre- 
dominating feature  of  the  mark  is  the  name  of  the  applicant  with 
the  word  "  Company  "  omitted.  There  the  words  "  Lexington  "  and 
"  Club  "  were  held,  respectively,  geographical  and  descriptive,  while 
here  the  words  "Union"  and  "Carbide,"  respectively,  are  likewise 
geographical  and  descriptive. 

For  the  reasons  stated  appellant's  mark  is  not  considered  reps- 
trable  as  a  technical  trade-mark,  and  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of 
Trade-Marks  is  therefore  affirmed. 


,,  Google 
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"Ex  PARTE  The  Maqazimb  and  Book  Coufant  of  New  Yore, 

APPLICATION   FOB    BBQISTBATION    OF    TBADB-UARS. 

Decktei  June  8,  1908, 
135  O.  G.,  661. 

1.  Tbads-Markb— Use  as  a  Tbade-Mabk  a  PBBBBquisin  to  RsaiBTBATioif. 

Whera  the  specimenB  filed  wltb  the  application  for  reglfitratlon  show  that 
the  words  alleged  to  constltate  the  trade-mark  have  not  been  used  as  a 
trade-mark,  registration  should  be  refused. 

2.  Same — "  Libbabt  Scjps  "  Ducbiphve. 

The  wopdB  "Library  Slips"  are  deecrtptlve  of  trading-coupons  to  be 
used  In  the  purchase  of  books,  libraries,  etc.,  and  cannot  be  r^istei'ed  as  a 
technical  trade-mark. 

On  Appeal. 

TKADE-lf  ABK  FOB  TBADIKa-COUFONS. 

Mr.  Seward  Oavia  for  the  applicant. 

MooBE,  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade- 
Marks  refusing  to  register  the  words  "  Library  Slips  "  as  a  trade- 
mark for  trading-coupons. 

The  grounds  upon  which  registration  was  refused  are  (1)  that  these 
words  have  not  been  used  as  a  trade-mark,  and  (2)  that  they  are 
descriptive  of  a  characteristic  of  the  goods  upon  which  they  are  used. 

The  specimens  filed  with  the  application  do  not  show  a  trade-mark 
use  of  the  words  in  question.  They  appear  in  a  number  of  places  on 
the  front  and  on  the  back  of  the  coupon,  but  each  time  in  connection 
with  other  words.  In  none  of  these  places  are  the  words  used  in  such 
a  way  as  to  suggest  that  they  are  arbitrary  words  used  to  indicate  the 
ownership  or  origin  of  the  coupons. 

Furthermore,  the  words  are  clearly  descriptive.  The  coupons  are 
"slips"  which  the  printed  matter  thereon  states  will  be  accepted  by 
The  Magazine  and  Book  Company  in  full  payment  for  magazines, ' 
books,  complete  libraries  for  Sunday  schools,  etc.  A  slip  which  can 
be  used  in  the  purchase  of  a  library  is  certainly  described  by  the 
words  "  Library  Slips." 

It  must  be  held,  therefore,  that  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks  was 
right  in  refusing  registration  on  both  grounds. 
The  decision  ia  affirmed. 


,,  Google 
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Skinkbb  V.  Carpentbb. 

PATENT  INTEBFERXNCE. 

Dcvided  July  10,  1908. 

13S  O.  O^  661. 

Intbrferkrcb — MonoR  to  Disbolvb — TRAnsmssioif. 

A  motion  to  dlsaolve  on  tbe  ground  of  Insularity  In  declaration  will 
not  be  traDBDiltted  where  It  appears  that  tbe  baals  of  tbla  ground  Is  tbat 
tbe  otber  iinrty  bas  no  right  to  make  tbe  claims  correBitoudlug  to  tbe  issue. 

Appeal  on  Motion. 

dental  tool. 

Mr.  J.  Warren  Beckstrom  for  Skinner. 

Messrs.  Oijield,  Towle  c6  Lintkicum  for  Cnrpenier. 

Moore,  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Skinner  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences  refusing  to  transmit  a  motion  to  dissolve  as  to 
ground  2, 

Ground  2  of  appellant's  motion  for  dissolution  reads  as  follows: 
2.  That  there  has  been  such  Irr^ularity  In  declaring  tbla  interfereuce  ae  will 
preclude  a  proper  determination  of  the  QucBtion  of  priority,  because,  la  tbe  llgbt 
of  the  diBcloBUree  made  tu  Carpenter's  reissue  file  of  papers,  tbe  counts  are  not 
readable  upon  both  Carpenter's  and  Skinner's  structures.  The  words  "a  tbrust 
member  Blldably  mounted  In  said  rise"  must,  when  read  upon  Carpenter's 
drawing,  refer  to  the  feature  represented  by  the  groove  6  wbereln  tbe  tbrust 
member  is  slldably  mounted. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  refused  to  transmit  this  ground 
of  the  motion  for  the  reason  that  appellant  improperly  seeks 
thereby — 

consideration  of  matters  of  right  to  make  claims  and  double  meaning  of  claims 
under  tbe  bead  of  Irregularity  In  tbe  declaration  of  Interference. 

Appellant  contends  that  the  substance  of  this  ground  is  that  the 
counts  are  vague  and  indefinite  and  that  the  motion  is  therefore  in 
proper  form  and  should  be  transmitted  as  a  whole. 

I  fail  to  find  in  the  motion  any  statement,  directly  or  indirectly, 
that  the  counts  are  vague  and  indefinite.  On  the  contrary,  the  basis 
of  this  ground  of  the  motion  appears  to  be  that  the  counts  of  the 
issue  when  considered  in  the  light  of  the  disclosure  of  Carpenter, 
who  first  made  the  claims,  will  not  rend  on  appellant's  structure,  or, 
in  other  words,  that  appellant  ha.s  no  right  to  make  the  counts  of 
the  issue. 

The  only  other  construction  which  it  appears  possible  to  place 
upon  appellant's  obscure  statement  of  reasons  in  support  of  this 
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ground  of  his  motion  is  that  he  contends  that  the  counts  have  a 
different  meaning  when  read  upon  Carpenter's  structure  from  what 
they  have  when  read  upon  bis  own. 

Neither  of  these  reasons  is  proper  subject-matter  to  urge  under 
the  head  of  informality  in  the  declaration  of  the  interference.  (Oorey 
V.  Etseman  and  Misar,  C.  D.,  1906,  201 ;  122  O.  G-,  2063 ;  Danguard  v. 
Courville,  C.  D.,  1907,  427;  131  O.  G.,  2421.) 

The  decision  of  the  Exammer  of  Inierferences  is  affirmed. 


LowRY  V.  Bdfing. 

PATENT  IHTEKFEBBNCE. 

Deciiei  Slav  1, 1908. 

1S5  O.  G.,  662. 

iHtmingHt*— Tmtimowt-  -ijnrEBs  Rooatobt. 

The  fact  tlmt  a  witness  Is  aot  an  employee  of  tbe  party  calllnK  blm  and 
cannot  leave  bis  employment  for  a  suCBclent  time  to  come  to  the  United 
States  to  testify  Ib  sufficient  to  warrant  tbe  iBBuance  of  the  letters  rogulory 
to  take  i:ls  testimony  in  a  foreign  country. 

Appeal  on  Motion. 

wood  i upseo nation. 

Mr,  J.  Nota  AfcGiU  for  Lowry. 
MeMn.  Wilkinson  d;  Fisher  for  Ruping. 

BiLUNOs,  Assistant  Conwiissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  frtHn  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Inter- 
ferences denying  a  motion  by  Ruping  to  take  the  testimony  abroad 
by  letters  rogatory  of  witnesses  Ruping,  Grumbacher,  Rucker,  and 
Golz. 

Tbe  record  shows  that  during  the  time  set  for  taking  Ruping*s 
testimony  a  motion  was  brought  by  him  to  take  the  testimony  abroad 
by  letters  rogatory,  and  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  in  his  dccit^ioQ 
upon  that  motion  rendered  April  4,  1908,  found  that  tbe  facts  which 
Ruping  proposes  to  establish  by  testimony  taken  abroad — 
are  relevant  under  tbe  special  clrcomstances  of  tbe  case  brought  out  at  tbe 
bearing  uptni  the  motion. 

It  was  held,  however,  that  the  showing  in  support  of  the  motion 

was  not  sufficient  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  Rule  158,  in 

that  the  moving  party  did  not  present  the  affidavits  of  the  witnesses 

themselves  that  they  could  not  come  to  this  country  for  the  purpose 

e©025— H.  Doc.  1340, 60-2 12 
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of  testifying  in  this  case.  The  motion  was  supported  by  affidavit  of 
Mr.  Samuel  T.  Fisher,  of  counsel  for  Ruping,  to  the  effect  that — 
'  *  *  an  eOort  bas  been  made  to  bare  tbe  witnesses  named  In  tlie  accom- 
paD^lng  motion  come  to  tbls  country  for  the  pnrpoee  ot  clvlng  their  testUnoiVi 
bat  be  la  Informed  and  believes  that  tbe  two  principal  wttnessea,  namely. 
Raping  and  Grumbacber,  have  positively  and  Anally  refused  to  come  to  this 
country,  and  that  the  other  two  wltneaeeB,  Rueker  and  GoIb,  object  to  come  to 
this  coontry. 

Promptly  after  the  denial  of  this  motion  a  renewed  motion  f(nr 
leave  to  take  testimony  by  letters  rogatory  was  filed  which  is  accom- 
panied by  an  affidavit  of  one  Lerabcke,  a  member  of  the  firm  of  C 
Lembcke  &  Co.,  Inc.,  the  exclusive  agents  in  the  United  States  ot 
Hul^>erg  &  Cie.,  M.  b.  H.,  the  assignee  of  the  entire  interest  of  Bu- 
ping's  application,  to  the  effect  that  said  Lembcke  &  Co.,  Inc.,  have 
charge  of  all  patent  matters  relating  to  the  interference  and  have 
made  repeated  efforts  to  secure  the  attendance  of  both  Grumbocher 
and  Buping  in  this  country  for  the  purpose  of  testifying  in  this 
case.  This  affidavit  is  accompanied  by  a  sworn  translation  of  a 
letter  received  from  said  Hulsberg  &  Cia,  M.  b.  H.,  which  states,  in 
part,  as  follows : 

Your  cable  of  tbe  14th  Inet  "  Can  you  arrange  it  that  Mr.  Grumbacher  com«a 
here  "  was  not  recelred  by  as  till  the  16tb  of  March,  early  in  tbe  day,  and  we 
answered  "  It  Is  Impossible  to  send  Grumbacher.  Arrange  for  taking  of  testi- 
mony here  In  Berlin."  It  Is  impossible  for  Mr.  Grumbacher  to  absent  titm«^Jf 
from  his  present  position  for  so  long  a  time,  as  even  tbe  shortest  trip  to  America 
would  take,  and  we  must  request  you  to  use  every  effort  in  your  power  to 
arrange  It  to  bare  bim  give  testlmooy  before  the  American  consul  bere  and  la 
the  preseoce  of  a  lawyer  of  tbe  contesting  party,  for  we  have  not  tbe  slightest 
doubt  that  Mr.  Grumbacher's  testimony,  taken  even  in  this  form,  will  be  of  valna 
in  our  litigation. 

Lembcke  avers  that  this  letter  was  received  in  the  regular  coarse 
of  business  and  is  in  response  to  a  telegram  inquiring  whether  Mr. 
Grumbacher  could  be  sent  to  the  United  States  to  testify.  It  appears 
that  Grumbacher  is  not  employed  by  the  company  which  is  the 
assignee  of  Ruping's  invention,  and  therefore  that  company  has  no 
such  control  over  him  as  would  make  it  incumbent  upon  them  to  send 
him  to  this  country.  A  party  who  has  regular  employment  cannot 
be  presumed  to  be  willing  to  give  up  that  employment  for  the  pur- 
pose of  giving  his  testimony  in  a  case  in  a  foreign  country.  Such 
a  case  differs  from  one  in  which  the  inventor  himself  or  a  witness 
in  his  employ  declines  to  leave  his  bu^ness  for  the  purpose  of  testify- 
ing in  a  foreign  country.  In  the  Hulsberg  &  Cie.  letter,  above  quoted, 
it  appears  that  Mr.  Grumbacher  is  unable  to  absent  himself  from  his 
present  position  for  a  sufficient  time  to  come  to  this  country,  and 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  case  it  is  be'ieved  that  this  showing 


lOOISIONS  OF  THE  COMMIBSIONBB  OF  PATENTS.  167 

IB  Bofficient  to  warrant  the  issuance  of  letters  rogatory  to  take  his  testi- 
mony in  Qennany. 

It  appears  that  the  testimony  of  the  inventor  Ruping  cannot  be 
taken  in  this  country  without  greater  hardship  to  the  moving  party 
tiian  would  be  placed  upon  his  opponent,  for  the  reason  that  the  facts 
sought  to  be  established  by  his  testimony  do  not  necessitate  an  ex- 
hatistive  examination  and  seem  to  be  such  as  mi^t  be  stipulated.  If 
no  stipulation  can  be  had,  there  appears  to  be  no  good  reason  why 
this  testimony  cannot  be  taken  by  letters  rogatory  without  imposing 
ft  spe<ual  hardship  on  the  opposing  party. 

In  view  of  the  facts  above  stated  it  is  held  that  letters  rogatory 
should  issue  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  testimony  of  Grumbacher 
and  Ruping. 

The  testimony  sought  to  be  adduced  by  the  witnesses  Rucker  and 
G0I2  does  not  appear  competent,  much  less  material.  Furthermore, 
it  does  not  appear  that  these  witnesses  cannot  readily  be  called  to 
testify  in  the  United  States  if  the  testimony  desired  is  deemed  of 
sufficient  importance.  No  sufficient  reason  therefore  appears  for  the 
issuance  of  letters  rogatory  to  take  the  depositions  of  the  two  last- 
named  witnesses. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interference  is  reversed  to  the 
extent  indicated. 


Ex  PABTB  The  Daiton  Spice  Mills  Co. 

APFUCATION   FOR  REOISTRATION   OF  TBADS-MARK. 

Decided  AprU  29, 1908. 
135  O.  O.,  8&3. 

Ta&iw-MABKd — Articipatioh — "  Old  Dutch  Bibkd  "— "  Rotai.  DirrcH." 

Tbe  words  "Old  Dutch  Blend"  ai  a  trademark  for  coffee  Held  to  be 
■Dtlclpated  by  tbe  words  "Bofal  Dotcb"  for  tbe  same  claiw  of  goods. 

On  Affeal. 

TKADI-lf  ASK  FOR  COFTBC 

Mr.  Richard  J.  McGarty  for  the  applicant. 

HooKe,  Commis^yMr: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade- 
Marks  refusing  the  registration  of  the  words  "  Old  Dutch  Blend  "  as 
a  trade-mark  for  coffee. 

Re^stration  was  refused  in  view  of  the  prior  registration  of 
the  words  "Royal  Dutch"  for  coffee  by  W.  McEwan,  No.  16,160, 
January  18, 1889.  .Cooglc 
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It  is  believed  that  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks  properly  refused 
registration  under  section  5  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  which  prohibits 
the  registration  of  a  mark  which — 

so  nearly  resembles  a  registered  or  known  trade-mark  owned  and  In  DSe  by 
anotLer  aiid  aii|iro]irlnted  to  nierebandl^e  of  tlie  same  descriptive  properties  am 
to  be  likely  to  cause  confusion  or  mistake  In  tbe  mind  of  the  public. 

In  each  of  the  marks  the  prominent  word  is  "  Dutch,"  and  although 
the  registered  mark  has  some  additional  matter  it  is  regarded  as 
unimportant  as  compared  with  this  dominant  word.  It  seems  likely 
that  coffee  sold  under  either  of  these  marks  would  become  known  as 
the  "  Dutch  "  brand  and  that  the  ordinary  person  would  probably 
purchase  the  goods  of  tJie  proprietor  of  one  of  these  marks  thinking 
it  was  the  goods  of  the  other. 

Tfte  decigion  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks  is  a^rmed. 


The  William  Lea  &  Sons  Company  v,  H.  C.  Cole  &  Compant. 
trade-habk  intebfebence, 

Dc(H<lrd  Mat!  2.  1908. 
135  O.  G.,  803. 

Tbade-Markb — "  FFF""FFFQ  "— IsTFarEBERC*  m  Fact. 

An  interference  In  fiict  exists  between  tbe  mnrke  ■'  F  K  F  "  nnd  "  P  F  F  G." 
dnce  there  la  not  enougli  dltTerence  between  the  two  murks  to  prevent  the 
ordinary  buyer  from  being  deceived. 

On  Appeal. 


Mr.  T.  II'.  Johntton  for  The  William  Lea  &  Sons  Company.    • 
Mesmv.  Stcuart  tC  Steuart  for  H.  C.  Cole  &  Company. 

Billings,  Assisiant  Vommissioner; 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade- Marks 
refusing  to  dissolve  the  above-entitled  interference. 

The  mark  which  The  William  Lea  &  Sons  Company  seeks  to  reg- 
ister consists  of  the  letters  "  F  F  F."  The  mark  of  the  H.  C.  Cole  A 
Company  consists  of  the  letters  "  F  F  F  G."  The  William  Lea  & 
Sons  Company  moved  to  dissolve  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no 
interference  in  fact. 

The  Examiner  refused  to  dissolve  the  interference,  holding  that 
there  was  not  enough  difference  between  the  two  marks  to  pEevent 
the  ordinary  buyer  from  being  deceived,  (    onol  ■ 
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This  holding  was  clearly  ri^t.  A  purchaser  might  not  be  deceived 
if  he  SBW  the  two  marks  side  by  side;  but,  as  pointed  out  in  Godillot 
T.  American  Grocery  Coi,  (71  F.  R.,  873.)  this  is  not  the  true  test  of 
similarity,  but  whether  the  resemblance  is  such  as  to  deceive  the 
ordinary  purchaser,  giving  such  attention  as  such  a  purchaser  usually 
gives. 

In  that  case  the  court  held  thnt  a  trade-mark  consisting  of  the 
letters  "A"  and  "  G  "  combined  in  a  monogram  were  infringed  by  a 
monogram  trade-mark  composed  of  the  letters  "A"  and  "G"  and 
"  Co."  In  the  case  of  American  Tin  Plate  Compavy  v.  Licking 
Roller  Mills  Co.  (158  F.  R.,  690)  a  mark  consisting  of  the  letters 
"  M  F  "  in  monogram  inclosed  within  a  circle  was  held  to  have  been 
infringed  by  a  mark  consifiting  of  the  letters  "  M.  F.  H." 

The  resemblance  of  the  marks  in  this  case  is  certainly  no  less  than 
in  those  above  cited. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks  ia  af^rmed. 


Ex  PABTE  Meter  Brothers  Coffee  and  Spice  CoMPANr. 

APPLICATION    rOR  REGISTRATION   OF   TRADE-MARK. 

DeeMed  May  ti,  1908. 
185  O.  O.,  803. 

1.  TiADE- Mark 8— Combination  of  Non-Bboistbable  Mabrb. 

A  registrable  trnde-mark  cannot  be  made  by  comblDliig  two  non.r^lstra- 
ble  words. 

2,  Samr — "  Amebica'b  Stbehoth  " — Non-Reoibtbable. 

"  Amprlca'B  Strength  "  la  not  regiMrable  as  a  trorte-mnrk  for  coffee,  the 
word  "America's"  beinc  geoRrnpliloal  and  the  word  "Streugth"  being 
descriptive  of  a  qnallty  of  the  goods. 

On  Appeal. 

TKADE-uABR  FOB  corm. 

Messrs.  Carr  dk  Carr  for  the  applicant. 

Billings,  Assistant  Commiasioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade- 
Marks  refusing  to  register  the  words  "  America's  Strength  "  as  a 
trade-mark  for  coffee. 

The  ground  upon  which  the  Examiner  based  his  action  is  that  the 
word  "  Strength  "  is  descriptive  of  a  characteristic  or  quality  of  the 
goods,  and  the  association  of  the  word  with  the  geographical  term 
"  America's  "  does  not  render  the  combination  registrable. 

The  word  "  Strength  "  as  applied  to  coffee  is  descriptive  for  the 
reftsoa  that  although  it  is  not  usual  to  speak  of  coffee-berries  as 
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strong  this  word  is  commonly  used  in  connection  with  the  decoction 
or  infusion  made  therefrom,  and  the  word  "  Strength  "  would  be 
understood  as  indicating  that  the  coffee-berries  to  which  it  was  ap- 
plied had  a  desirable  quality — namely,  that  strong  coffee  could  be 
made  therefrom.  The  word  "  America's  "  is  clearly  geographical, 
being  evidently  the  equivalent  of  the  adjective  "  American." 

Neither  of  these  words  could  be  registered  alone,  and  a  registrable 
trade-mark  cannot  be  made  by  combining  two  non-registrable  words. 
Such  was  the  holding  in  ex  parte  J,  W,  Lewis  c6  Co.,  (66  MS.  Dec, 
219,)  where  the  words  "  Toledo  Premium  "  were  held  to  be  not  regis- 
trable as  a  trade-mark  for  dry  goods.  The  Court  of  Appeals  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  made  a  similar  ruling  in  Kentucky's  Distilleries 
and  Warehouse  Company  v.  Old  Lexington  Club  DisHUery  Company, 
{post,  417,  135  O,  G.,  220;  at  the  present  term  of  the  court  and  not 
yet  published,)  in  which  they  held  that  the  word  "  Club ."  was 
descriptive  as  applied  to  whisky,  that "  Lexington  "  was  geographical, 
and  that  t^e  combination  of  the  two  was  not  reg^strabla 

Applicant  contends  that  the  manner  in  which  he  uses  the  mark 
shows  that  it  is  fanciful,  the  specimens  accompanying  the  applicaticm 
showing  the  words  "  America's  Strength  "  associated  with  a  picture 
of  "  Uncle  Sam  "  and  with  the  representation  of  a  battleship. 

The  answer  to  this  contention  is  that  applicant  is  not  seeking  to 
register  the  entire  device  appearing  on  the  specimens,  but  merely  the 
words  "  America's  Strength."  The  obvious  meaning  of  the  words 
standing  alone  must  be  considered  and  not  what  meaning  they  might 
suggest  if  associated  with  certain  pictures. 

It  must  be  held,  therefore,  that  the  action  of  the  Examiner  in 
refusing  to  register  the  mark  was  right. 

The  decision  is  affirmed. 

Wellcoub  v.  Bauh. 
Decided  July  2,  1908. 
13S  O.  Q.,  SM. 
Trade-Hask  b — OpPosinoH — TBaific  atior. 

SectloD  e  of  tbe  Trsde-M&rk  Act  as  amended  March '2,  IWT,  constroed 
and  held  not  to  require  that  a  notice  of  opposition  Sled  bj  an  attomef 
shall  be  verlfled  by  bim. 

Appeal  from  Examiner  of  Interferences. 

TRASB-HABE   FOB  BXI7P08ITOB1BS  FOa  IHI   NASAL  FA^BAOn, 

Messrs,  Hervey  t&  Barber  for  WellcomcL 
Messrs.  Mann  t£  Co.  for  Baum. 

BiLUNos,  Assistant  Commissioner!  .  . 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Henry  Solomon  Wellcome  frran  'SJ^^^lnsnon 
of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  dismissing  a  notice  of  opposition 
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filed  in  his  behalf  by  Hervej  &  Barber,  his  duly  authorized  attorneys, 
to  Uie  registration  of  trade-mark  application  No.  30,307. 

The  notice  of  opposition  signed  by  the  attorneys  of  Wellcome  was 
filed  within  thirty  days  following  the  publication  of  the  mark,  but  was 
not  verified.  The  Examiner  of  Interferences  of  his  own  motion  dis- 
missed the  notice  of  opposition  upon  the  ground  that  verification  is 
an  essential  element  of  a  notice  of  opposition  under  the  statute  and 
tliat  no  verified  notice  was  filed  within  the  thirty  days,  citing  the 
Commissioner's  decision  in  the  case  of  W.  H.  Baker  v.  Baker,  (C.  D., 
1906,337;  124  O.  G.,  909.) 

After  ttie  above  action  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences,  but  within 
what  is  believed  to  be  a  reasonable  time  in  view  of  the  showing  that 
Wellcome  was  traveling  abroad,  the  notice  of  opposition  was  duly 
verified  by  the  opposer,  Wellcome,  the  verification  being  made  at 
Biarritz,  France,  before  the  American  consular  agent,  one  of  the 
cheers  mentioned  in  the  Trade-Mark  Act 

Section  6  of  the  Trade- Mark  Act  of  February  20, 1906,  contained  the 
following  provision : 

Any  person  who  believes  he  would  be  damaged  by  the  reglstratloii  of  a  mark 
maj  oppose  the  same  by  flllng  notice  of  oppositlou,  stating  tbe  grounds  there- 
for. In  tbe  Patent  Office  within  thirty  days  after  the  publit^ation  of  the  mark 
■onght  to  be  registered,  which  said  notice  of  opposition  abail  be  verified  by  tbs 
person  lUlng  tbe  same  before  one  of  tfae  officers  mentioned  In  section  two  of 
tUs  act. 

The  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  in  the  case  of 
Martin  v.  Martm  m\d  B&wne  Company,  C.  D.,  1906,  642;  122  O.  G., 
784;  27  App.  D.  C.,  59,)  concerning  the  above  statutory  provision, 
said: 

We  agree  with  the  Commissioner  of  Patoits  that  where  a  statute  requires 
an  oath  to  be  made  by  a  party,  as  In  this  Instance  the  one  who  may  believe 
himself  damaged,  It  U  not  satisfied  by  the  affidavit  of  his  attorney  or  agent. 

The  intuit  of  the  lawmakers  Is  to  be  found  In  the  plain  language  of  tbelr 
enactment  Consideration  of  inconvenience  aad  hardship  growing  out  of  tbe 
brief  period  allowed  for  the  opposition,  or  the  absence  of  the  damaged  party, 
as  was  the  case  here,  may  well  operate  upon  the  makers  of  the  law,  but  can- 
not Justify  a  Judicial  addition  to  the  letter  of  tlie  statute. 

In  order  to  provide  a  remedy  for  the  inconvenience  and  the  hard- 
ship amounting  to  an  impossibility  of  filing  an  opposition  in  some 
cases,  due  to  the  brief  period  allowed  for  filing  the  opposition,  as 
noted  in  the  above  court  decision,  Congress  amended  section  6  of  the 
Trade-Mark  Act  by  adding  at  the  end  of  the  above  provision  the 
proviso  that — 

An  opposition  may  be  filed  by  a  duly-authorised  attorney,  but  such  opposition 
riiall  be  null  and  void  unless  verified  by  tbe  opposer  within  a  reasonable  time 
after  such  filing. 
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Said  amendment  was  approved  Mardi  2, 1907.  Othovise  said  sec- 
tion remains  unchanged. 

This  case  presents  for  consideration  the  single  question  whether 
an  opposition  filed  within  thirty  days  by  the  duly-authorized  attorney 
and  subsequently  verified  by  the  opposer  within  a  reasonable  time,  as 
provided  by  tbe  amendment,  is  null  and  void  because  not  verified  by 
the  attorney  at  the  time  it  was  filed.  The  amendment  to  the  statute 
does  not  require  that  an  opposition  filed  by  an  attorney  diall  be  vm- 
fied  by  him,  but  said  amendment  does  expressly  state  that — 

*    *    *    socb  opposltloQ  shall  be  null  and  void  unless  verified  by  tbe  opposer 
wltbtn  a  resBonable  time  after  such  fllliw. 

This  provision  clearly  applies  whether  or  not  the  notice  of  opposi- 
tion was  verified  by  the  attorney  at  the  time  he  filed  it. 

The  preceding  provision  of  the  section  heretofore  quoted  provides 
merely  for  the  filing  of  a  notice  of  opposition  by  "  the  person  who  be- 
lieves he  would  be  damaged  "  and  states  furtJier : 

■    *    •    which  said  Dotlce  of  opposition  shall  be  verifled  bj  the  person  flllng 
the  SB  me. 

The  court,  as  noted  above,  held  that  this  provision  requires  the  veri- 
fication of  the  person  damaged  and  not  that  of  his  attorney  or  agent. 
It  is  not  apparent,  therefore,  how  this  provision  affords  any  warrant 
for  holding  that  the  notice  of  opposition  filed  by  the  attorney  under 
the  provision  added  by  the  amendment  must  be  verified  by  him. 

Moreover,  in  the  absence  of  a  statutory  requirement  for  a  verifica- 
tion by  the  attorney  no  good  reason  is  found  for  requiring  it.  Veri- 
fication by  both  the  attorney  and  his  principal  would  appear  to  be 
useless.  Under  the  statute  the  verification  by  the  attorney  cannot 
take  the  place  of  the  verification  by  the  party  damaged,  and  unless 
the  opposition  is  verified  by  the  party  damaged  it  is  held  null  and 
void  and  cannot  form  the  basis  for  any  proceeding,  whether  or  not  it 
is  verified  by  the  attorney.  In  the  Encyclopedia  of  Pleading  and 
Practice  (vol.  22,  pp.  1016  and  1017)  it  is  stated: 

II.  Object  of  Veufication. — Under  Modem  Codes  and  Statutes  tbe  object 
of  requiring  a  verification  of  pleadings  would  seem  to  be  to  Insure  good  faith 
In  the  nverments  of  the  party  and  to  avoid  sham  and  frivolous  pleas.    •    •     • 

III.  Ik  Equitt — 1.  Vemfication  of  Bui — a.  fJECEsarrr  fob  VEsiPiCAnos — 
(1)  In  Gbnekal.— As  a  general  rule,  In  the  absence  of  a  statute  or  rule  requir- 
ing verification,  bills  In  equity  need  not  be  verified  except  when  preUminarr 
relief  is  sought  or  where  It  Is  sought  to  transfer  into  equity  matters  osuallj 
cognizable  at  law. 

Concerning  the  necessity  of  requiring  a  verification  by  tbe  attorney 
as  an  assurance  that  he  files  the  notice  of  opposition  in  good  faith,  it 
is  noted  that  section  11  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  requires  that  a  fee  of 
ten  dollars  must  accompany  the  filing  of  the  notice  of  oppositlMi. 
This  requirement,  together  with  the  provisions  that  the  notice  filed 
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by  the  attorney  ^all  be  null  and  void  unless  verified  by  the  party 
damaged  within  a  reasonable  time,  is  believed  to  afford  ample  guar- 
antee that  the  notice  of  opposition  is  filed  in  good  faith. 

The  Commissioner's  decision  in  W.  S.  Baker  v.  Baker,  supra,  that 
a  notice  of  opposition  unaccompanied  by  a  verification  is  ineffectual, 
cited  as  controlling  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences,  was  rendered 
prior  to  the  amendment  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  It  relates  only  to 
□oticee  of  oppositicsi  filed  by  the  party  damaged  and  not  by  his 
attorney.  It  is  likewise  true  that  under  the  amendment  to  the  eec- 
ticm  an  unverified  opposition  is  null  and  void ;  but  the  very  purpose 
of  the  amendment  appears  to  be  to  permit  the  notice  to  be  verified 
within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  filing  thereof  by  the  party  dam- 
aged, who  of  all  persons  is  the  one  best  qualified  to  make  the  veri- 
fication. 

For  the  reason  stated  the  decision  of  the  Exofminer  of  Interferencei 
Ktat  h*  reverted. 


BbOWN  v.  InWDOD  AMD  Lavcnbebo. 

DeeUeA  Jvlv  IS,  1908. 

136  O.  O.,  896. 

Ihtxkfebbhck — SuePBNsiON  or  Pbocbedihos — DiecaenoM  or  the  Exauiiteb  or 

I  RTEBFEKeNOBS. 

Tbe  CommlBsloiier  will  exercise  bis  supervisory  aatborlt;  to  review  tbe 
decision  of  tbe  Bzatniner  of  Interferences  refusiag  to  susi>ei)d  an  inter- 
ference proceeding  only  where  It  clearly  appears  tbat  there  Iiaa  been  an 
abuse  of  discretion  operating  to  tbe  Injury  of  one  of  the  parties. 

On  Pbtttion. 

UEAHS   lOB    UASmO    BOS-BLAHKB. 

Messrs.  Bulkley  c6  Durand  and  Messrs.  Davis  and  Dams  for 
Brown. 

Messrs.  Dyrenforfh,  Dyrenforth  c6  Lee  for  Inwood  and  Lavenberg. 

Moore,  CoTTvmissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  by  Healey,  the  assignee  of  Brown,  the  junior 
party  to  the  above-entitled  interference,  that  proceedings  be  sus- 
pended for  six  months. 

A  motion  requesting  said  suspension  was  denied  by  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences,  as  was  also  a  second  motion  for  the  same  purpose. 
Petitioner  contends  that  said  decisions  were  harsh  and  inequitable, 
and  he  brings  this  petition  asking  that  the  suspension  be  granted 
under  the  exercise  of  the  supervisory  authority  of  the  Commissioner. 
It  is  the  settled  practice  that  this  authority  will  not  be  exercised 
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except  when  it  appears  that  there  has  been  a  clear  abuse  of  discretion 
on  the  part  of  the  lower  tribunal  operating  to  the  injury  of  (hi«  of  the 
parties. 

It  appears  that  a  suit  is  pending  in  the  United  Statea  Circuit 
Court  for  the  Pisbict  of  Indiana  which  inTolves  the  question  of  the 
title  to  the  invention  of  the  issue  and  that  the  master  in  chancery 
has  formulated  a  tentative  report  finding  that  Healy  is  entitled  to 
ownership  of  the  invention  and  to  a  conveyance  of  the  Inwood  and 
Lavenberg  applications. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  in  his  decisions  points  out  that 
a  diSierent  question  is  involved  in  the  interference  proceeding;  that 
the  decision  in  the  court  case  will  not  settle  the  question  of  priority  of 
invention ;  that  in  any  event  it  will  probably  be  years  before  a  final 
decision  is  rendered  by  the  courts,  and  that  it  would  be  a  hardship 
upon  petitioner's  opponents  and  contrary  to  the  settled  practice  of  the 
Office  to  grant  such  a  suspension  under  the  circumstances  here 
presented. 

The  affidavits  filed  in  support  of  the  petition  have  been  carefully 
examined ;  but  no  error  is  found  in  the  decisions  of  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences  and  no  occasion  is  here  presented  call'-^  {or  the  ex- 
ercise of  the  supervisory  authority  of  the  Commissioner. 

The  petition  ia  denied. 


Geobob  Wostenholm  &  Son,  LuiitQ),  v.  Crowuit. 

opposition. 

Decided  June  8,  1908. 

135  O.  G-  1121. 

Tbade-Habkb— Appeal— Repcbal  to  Dismibb  OppoemoK — Non-Appealablb, 

No  appeal  Ilea  from  a  decision  ot  tlie  Szamlaer  of  Interferences  refaslDC 
to  dlsnilsB  a  notice  of  oiiposltlon  on  tbe  ground  tliat  tbe  notice  waa  not 
signed  In  conformlt;  wltb  tbe  law. 

Appeal  on  Motion. 

TiADK-WABa  roa  UAim  Biwino-iTEKDUs. 

3fr.  ChaHes  0.  GUI  and  Mr.  Wm.  6.  Henderson  i<x  Oeorge  Wosten- 
holm £  Son,  Limited. 
MetBTB.  Munn  <6  Co.  for  Crowley. 

BiLLiNos,  At»iatant  CoTmnisaioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  hy  Crowley  from  a  deci^on  of  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  denying  a  motion  to  digt"'""  the  opposition  filed  by 
appellee. 
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The  motion  to  dismiss  is  based  upon  the  ground  (hat  the  notice  of 
opposition  has  not  been  signed  in  conformity  with  the  bin.  A  de- 
murrer to  the  notice  of  opposition  was  filed  setting  up  the  same 
ground,  which  was  denied  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences.  As  to 
the  present  motion,  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  on  Octobw  26, 
1907,  dismissed  the  same,  stating  that  the  questions  raised  were  raised 
upon  the  demurrer  previously  considered  and  disposed  of  adversely 
to  the  moving  party,  and  that  do  reason  was  seen  why  the  same 
matters  should  be  reconsidered  in  the  manner  proposed.  No  limit  of 
appeal  was  set  from  this  decision,  but  the  present  appeal  therefrom 
was  nevertheless  filed  on  April  25, 1908,  substantially  six  months  after 
Uie  decision  was  rendered. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  this  appeal  was  improperly  taken.  The 
motion  is  in  effect  a  motion  for  judgment  on  the  record,  and  under 
the  established  practice  of  the  Office  no  interlocutory  appeal  Lies  from 
a  refusal  to  render  such  a  judgment  {Lernp  v.  Randall  and  Bates  v. 
Thomson^  C.  D.,  1906,  42;  120  O.  O.,  905;)  but  if  it  be  considered 
as  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  action  and  that  as  such  it  does  not  fall 
under  the  decision  above  cited,  it  is  still  non-appealable  under  the 
general  practice  of  the  courts,  by  which  no  right  of  appeal  from 
an  interlocutory  order  denying  a  motion  to  dismiss  an  action  is 
recognized.     {Encyclopedia  of  Pleading  and  PraoHoe,  vol.  6,  p.  1001.) 

Furthermore,  the  appeal  should  not  be  considered  because  of  ap- 
pellant's laches  in  bringing  the  same.  No  limit  of  appeal  was  set  by 
the  Examiner  of  Interferences,  which  should  have  put  appellant 
upon  notice  that  Uie  Examiner  did  not  regard  the  question  decided 
as  an  appealable  one;  under  such  circumstances  appeal  should  be 
taken  promptly,  if  at  all,  in  order  that  opposing  parties  may  not 
proceed  under  a  misapprehension  as  to  the  condition  of  the  case. 

The  appeal  ia  therefore  dismissed  because  the  judgment  from  which 
the  s<ane  ivas  taken  is  non-appealable  and  also  because  of  laches  in 
hrmging  the  tame. 


AonJUrOEBELI^CHAPT    Paula  MERBBAtT    SALVATeilBKAUKBBI    V.    CoNRAD 

Sbipp  Brewing  Company. 

tsade'mabk  interference. 

Deeide4  /wne  IB,  1908. 

180  O.  a.,  1121. 

IWTKKFKlKItOR TUmiOHT SUPPBESSION  OF  CBOBa-lRTIBSOOATOBIKS  FlLKD  UETDUI 

Rnix  IDS. 
Wbere  It  clearl7  appeared  that  crosa-interrogatorles  flled  under  the  pro- 
vlaloiis  of  Rnle  IBS  are  Improper  croB»«zan)liut]oii,  a  motion  to  strike  them 
out  waa  properly  granted. 

Appeal,  on  AfonoN. 
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TOADE-MABK  FOB  BEKK. 

Messrs.  Georgii  &  Massie  for  Actiengesellschaft  Paulanerbrau  Sal- 
vatorbraiierei. 

Mr.  Frank  F.  Reed  and  Mr.  Edward  S.  Rogers  and  Mr.  F.  M. 
Phelps  for  Conrad  Seipp  Brewing  Company. 

Billings,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  Conrad  Seipp  Brewing  Company  from 
the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  granting  a  motion  of 
the  junior  party  to  strike  out  certain  cross-interrogatories,  filed  under 
the  provisions  of  Rule  158,  on  the  ground  that  they  are  improper 
cross-examination  and  amount  to  a  mere  "  fishing  excursion." 

In  its  brief  appellant  does  not  contend  that  the  said  cross-interrf^- 
tories  are  proper  or  material  and  competent,  but  argues  that  consid- 
eration of  the  objections  to  them  should  be  postponed  until  the  final 
hearing. 

The  cross-interrogatories  objected  to  call  for  any  infonnation  the 
witnesses  may  have  concerning  the  use  of  the  mark  of  the  issue  by 
others  than  the  junior  party  and  its  predecessors.  They  relate  to  a 
different  subject  of  investigation  from  that  to  which  the  direct  inter- 
rogatories are  aimed,  and  it  is  for  this  reason  that  they  were  sup- 
pressed by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences.  If  the  cross-lDterroga- 
tories  were  not  suppressed  until  final  hearing,  it  is  clear  that  appel- 
lant might  thereby  improperly  obtain  information  to  the  irreparable 
injury  of  the  adverse  party. 

The  rules  do  not  sustain  appellant's  contention  that  the  mattw 
^ould  be  postponed  until  final  hearing.  On  the  contrary,  the  pro- 
vision of  Rule  158,  (2)  that-- 

It  QiiiBt  appear  that  tbe  testimony  desired  te  material  and  competent — 
covers  botli  the  interrogatories  and  the  cross-interrogatories.  More- 
over, it  is  not  the  practice  of  the  courts,  as  contended  by  appellant, 
to  refuse  to  consider  objections  to  the  interrogatories  until  the  final 
hearing  in  connection  with  the  issuing  of  commissions  to  take  testi- 
mony, as  appears  from  the  following  references: 

2.  Seitlinq  Ibtebbooatobies — a.  Propbipty  and  Matebiai.itv. — Where  the 
examination  Is  to  be  upon  written  Interrogiitorles  It  la  usual  to  have  their  pro- 
priety and  materiality  imssed  upon  so  far  as  iHissible  before  the  commlBSlon 
Issue,  and  such  as  are  clearly  immatftrlal  to  any  possible  Issue  may  be  then 
excluded.  {American  and  BnpJtsft  Encvclopaedia  of  Law,  second  edition,  vol. 
9.  p.  317.) 

E,  Slttlkuemt — 1.  In  Gsseku. — Where  the  parties  counut  agree  on  the  Id- 
terrogatorles  it  is  usual  for  tho;  party  dissatisfied  to  object  specifically,  and  have 
the  objections  passed  on  and  tbe  Interrogatories  settled  by  the  court  or  a  Judge 
thereof  on  due  notice  of  tJie  time  aud  place  of  setUement 

2.  Mattkbr  ConsinEiiMi. — On  settling  InterroRniorleii  their  materiality  and 
pertinency  to  the  Issue  will  alone  be  regarded,  aud  unless  a  proposed  Inter- 
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rosatory  1«  maBlfntly  Improper  or  ImpertlDent  It  ehoald  be  allowed  subject  to 
obJectloDS  at  the  trial.     (Cyclopedia  of  Law  and  Procedure,  vol.  13,  pp.  808-0.) 

It  has  been  held  tliat  application  (or  comuilsslon  to  take  testlmoDy  abroad 
Is  Dot  grantable  ae  of  course,  but  only  iu  tbc  court's  dlecretloD  upon  a  ebowlng 
□f  the  materiality  of  tbe  evidence  to  be  adduced ;  although  this  seems  at  varl- 
aoee  witli  tbe  en^bllstied  principle  tbat  a  party's  latitude  Iu  tbe  takluK  of  testi- 
mony is  not  to  be  restricted  by  any  determination  of  tbe  court  In  advance  as 
lo  what  la  relevant.     {Itoae'a  Code  of  Federal  Procedure,  vol.  1,  p.  1050.) 

1.  Tbnt  an  application  for  the  appointment  of  coninilBsloners  to  take  testl- 
mony  abroad  la  not  ^rantable  of  course;  but  It  Is  addressed  to  tbe  Judicial  dis- 
cretion which  Is  controlled  bj  the  UBages  and  rules  of  chancery  practice,  In  ac- 
cordance witb  which  the  present  motion  cannot  be  granted.  (Federal  Caset, 
vol.  27,  p.  4G0;  United  8tate»  v.  Parrott,  No.  IS.OOQ.) 

Inasmuch  as  the  pertinency  of  the  questions  cannot  be  judged  as 
well  when  taken  by  themselves  as  when  considered  in  connection  with 
the  answers  thereto,  any  serious  doubts  as  to  the  propriety  or  materi- 
ality of  the  interr<^tories  and  cross-interrogatories  should  be  re- 
9(Jved  in  favor  of  allowing  them  to  remain  subject  to  the  objections 
until  the  final  hearing.  No  such  uncertainty  exists  in  the  present 
case,  and  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  it  accordingly 
sfRi-med. 


Ex  FAKTE  Newman, 
DetMed  July  8.  1908, 
1S5  O.  G.,  1122. 
Aba H DON u INT  or  Application— Sufficicmcv  of  Applicaht'b  Actioit. 

Where  tbe  claims  of  an  applicution  have  been  rejected  and  within  the 
year  allowed  for  action  the  applicant,  la  lieu  of  an  oath  under  Rule  75, 
flies  a  paper  calling  attention  to  certain  testimony  taken  in  an  Interference 
involving  the  application  of  nhlch  tbe  application  containing  the  rejected 
claims  was  a  division,  upon  which  reliance  is  placed  to  show  prior  invention, 
and  the  Examiner  does  not  object  to  the  competency  of  the  testimony,  but 
reeards  it  as  insutRcient.  tbe  aiiplicatlon  ia  not  abandoned  through  lack  of 
IM'0|>er  prosecutloD.  Tbe  sufficiency  of  the  testimony  la  a  question  of  merits, 
on  which  tbe  aK)licant  haa  a  right  to  the  oplnlona  ot  the  various  appellate 
tribunals. 

On  Petition. 

Sfesara.  Rector,  Hihhen  o&  Davis  for  the  applicant. 

MooKE,  Commisnioner: 

This  is  a  petition  from  a  decision  of  the  Primary  Examiner  holding 
an  application  to  have  become  abandoned  through  lack  of  proper 
prosecution  and  asking  "  that  the  Primary  Examiner  be  instructed  to 
rescind  "  his  action.  ^ 


178  DECISIONS  OF  THB  OOMHISSIONBB  OT  PATHnB. 

On  April  29,  1907,  the  Examiner  rejected  certain  claims  as  antici- 
pated by  two  specified  patents.  On  April  28,  1908,  a  paper  was  sub- 
mitted by  applicant  stating  that  the  invention  covered  by  the  rejected 
claims  was  made  prior  to  the  filing  datos  of  the  patents  cited,  and  in 
lieu  of  the  usual  oath  under  Rule  75  reference  was  made  to  the  teeti- 
mony  taken  in  a  certain  interference  in  which  was  involved  an  appli- 
cation of  which  the  present  one  is  a  division,  and  the  particular 
testimony  upon  which  reliance  was  placed  was  pointed  out.  The 
Examiner  considered  the  testimony  to  which  attention  was  called  and 
found  Uiat  certain  exhibit  drawings  referred  to  tiierein  had  been 
withdrawn  after  the  termination  of  the  interference,  that  the  issue  of 
that  interference  covered  a  different  feature  from  that  covered  by  the 
rejected  claims,  and  held  that  "  the  naked  testimony  "  was  insufficient 
to  establish  a  date  of  invention  for  the  feature  specified  in  the  rejected 
claims,  and  Uiat  such  testimony  could  not  take  the  place  of  an  affi- 
davit under  Rule  75.  The  Examiner  thereupon  held  that  the  paper 
filed  on  April  28,  1908,  was  not  a  sufficient  response  t«  the  rejecti<«i 
of  April  29, 1907,  and  that  the  case  was  therefore  abandoned. 

It  is  the  practice  of  the  Office  to  accept  the  testimony  taken  in  an 
interference  in  lieu  of  an  affidavit  under  Rule  75.  {Ex  parte  HomaHy 
C-  D.,  1905,  288;  117  O.  G.,  2088.)  "Hie  Examiner  recognized  this 
practice,  but  held,  apparently,  that  the  particular  testimony  uptHL 
which  reliance  was  placed  in  this  case  could  not  take  the  place  of  such 
an  affidavit.     The  Examiner  in  his  answer  to  this  petition  said : 

Upon  referring  to  tbe  record  of  the  above-mentionecl  Interfercaice  It  was  fonnd 
that  after  tbe  termination  thereof  the  applicant  withdrew  all  of  the  ^ditblt 
drawing 

The  iBBue  of  the  Interference  covered  an  entirely  different  featnre  from  that 
covered  by  the  claims  In  the  pree«it  case  and  without  tbe  exhibit  drawings  it  la 
believed  that  tbe  naked  teatlmonr  referred  to  Is  InsuBlclent  to  eatabllBb  the  date 
of  tbe  Invention  covered  by  the  claims  In  this  application,  and  tbertfore  aald 
testimony  cannot  take  the  place  of  an  affidavit  under  Rule  75. 

Morei>ver  an  excerpt  of  tbe  Interference  testimony  relied  upon  to  estabUab  a 
date  prior  to  the  date  of  the  references  should  be  copied  and  flied  In  this  caw 
In  order  to  make  the  record  complete.    This  has  not  been  done. 

It  is  not  understood  that  the  Examiner  objects  to  tiie  compet^icy 
of  the  testimony  presented,  but  rather  to  its  sufficiency.  If  the  testi- 
mony was  sufficient,  of  course  the  rejection  of  the  claims  should  be 
withdrawn.  On  the  other  hand,  if  it  is  not  regarded  as  sufficient  the 
rejection  must  stand,  and  applicant  has  a  right  to  contest  the  suf- 
ficiency thereof  before  the  several  appellate  tribunals.  It  seems  dear, 
therefore,  that  the  Examiner's  action  in  holding  the  case  abandoned 
through  lack  of  proper  prosecution  was  incorrect 

The  petition  ia  granted. 


,,GoogIc 
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Ex  FARTB  MlLANS. 

Decided  July  H,  1908. 
ISS  O.  G.,  1122. 

BBOPEinKa  Ama  Atpui.  to  Oomr — UmrsuAL  CnocMSTAitOBS. 

After  an  appeal  to  tlie  Court  of  Appeals  of  tbe  District  of  Columbia 
refusing  the  allowance  of  certalo  clatmB  a  case  will  not  be  reopened  for  tbe 
consideration  of  additional  claims  except  under  unusual  clrcumBtancee,  and 
the  allegation  that  the  laterpretatlon  pat  upon  a  certain  term  in  the 
appealed  claims  bj  the  tribimalB  of  the  Patent  Office  and  by  the  court  was 
not  contemplated  by  applicant  when  the  claims  were  made  is  not  such  an 
nnnsnal  drcomatance  as  Is  contemplated  by  tbe  practice. 

Ok  Petition. 

«AHK  AFF&aATUS. 

Messrt.  Bacon  <&  MUane  for  tbe  applicant. 

MooRB,  Commissioner: 

This  is  R  petition  requesting  a  reopening  of  the  case  for  the  admis- 
sion of  an  additional  claim  after  a  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  refusing  claims  of  broader  scope.  Claims  of 
narrower  scope  were  allowed  by  the  Primary  Examiner. 

In  the  case  of  ex  parte  Lealer  (C.  D.,  1905,  309 ;  117  O.  G.,  2681)  it 
was  said: 

It  la  contrat?  to  the  practice  of  the  Office  to  reopen  cases  for  amendment  after 
appeal  except  under  unusual  clrcntnatances  where  the  interests  of  Jnatlce  plalnl; 
demand  It. 

Petitioner  refers  to  this  decision  and  contends  that  the  present  case 
presents  unusual  circumstances  in  that  in  using  the  term  "  spot "  in 
the  appealed  claims  applicant  had  always  in  mind  that  term  as  known 
to  the  art  comprehending  a  "  metallic  insert  which  is  embedded  in  the 
bowling-alley,"  and  that  he  did  not  contemplate  t^e  broad  construc- 
tion which  was  placed  upon  this  term  by  the  Commissioner  and  the 
courts. 

It  is  well-settled  practice  that  the  claims  of  an  application  will  be 
given  as  broad  an  interpretation  as  their  terms  warrant.  {Andrews 
T.  NOaon,  C.  D.,  1906,  717;  123  O.  G.,  1667;  27  App.  D.  C,  451.)  It 
is  also  well  settled  that  an  applicant  who  prosecutes  broad  claims  to 
a  final  conclusion  has  no  right  to  the  reopening  of  the  case  for  the 
insertion  of  narrow  claims.  (£"31  parte  Snow,  C.  D.,  1897,  48;  80 
O.  G.,  1271.)  Nor  is  it  thought  that  the  circumstances  presented 
here  are  so  unusual  as  to  warrant  a  departure  from  the  ordinary  rule. 
If  a  difference  in  the  interpretation  of  the  claims  by  the  applicant 
and  the  Office  should  be  regarded  as  an  unusual  drcumstance  war- 
ranting a  reopening  of  a  case,  it  would  seem  that  the  established  rules 
■gainst  reopening  after  appeal  might  as  well  be  abrogated,  as  sudi 
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an  allegation  might  very  properly  be  made  in  the  majority  of  cases, 
for  the  reason  that  where  claims  are  rejected  there  is  generally  such 
a  difference  of  interpretation,  either  of  the  references  or  of  the  scope 
of  the  claims. 
The  petition  ia  denied. 


Familton  v.  Thb  Axonzo  O.  Buss  Medicai*  Qompaht. 

cancelation  procsxoinq. 

Decided  July  2,  ISOS. 

13S  O.  G:,  13S9. 

1,  Trade-Mabkb — GARoiLATion—SECTioN    13   Of   THE  Tsade-Mabk    Act    Ooh- 

The  term  "entitled  to  aee"  tn  eectlon  13  of  tbe  Trade-Mark  Act  meana 
exclusive  use,  and  where  It  appears  that  tbe  registrant  was  not  tbe  Brst 
to  adopt  and  use  a  mark  the  registration  should  be  canceled. 

2.  Same — Saue — BEeiBTBATion  Undeb  thb  "Tew-Teab"  CL*ust 

Where  a  noa-technlcal  mark  is  registered  onder  tbe  "  ten-reera "  clans* 
and  tt  appears  that  tbe  registrant  did  not  during  tbe  ten  years  next  pre- 
cedlDR  the  paieage  of  tbe  act  have  sole  •ise  of  tbe  mark,  tbe  reglstratloo 
should  be  canceled. 
S.  Saiie— Saub— Use  of  Mask  bt  Applicant. 

The  tact  that  a  mark  which  Is  registered  under  tbe  "  ten-years  "  clauae 
Is  dwerlptlve  and  that  therefore  the  applicant  for  cancelntlon  can  acquire 
DO  property  rights  tbereln  is  of  no  moment  so  far  as  the  rights  of  the 
registrant  are  concerned. 

Appeal  from  Examiner  of  Interferences. 

TBAnB-UABK   FOB  inTEBnAL  REMEDIES. 

Mr.  Chester  C.  Shepherd  and  Me»»n.  ShepJierd  t&  Campbeli  for 
Familton. 
Mesara.  Knight  Broa.  for  The  Alonzo  O.  Bliss  Medical  Company. 

BiLLiNGB,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  The  Alonzo  O.  Bliss  Medical  Company  from 
the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  sustaining  tbe  appli- 
cation for  the  cancelation  of  its  trade-mark  registration  No.  58,097, 
brought  by  Percy  C.  Familton. 

The  mark  of  The  Alonzo  O.  Bliss  Medical  Company,  registered 
December  4,  1906,  under  the  ten-year  proviso  of  the  act  of  February 
20,  1905,  consists  of  the  words  "  Native  Herbs  "  as  a  trade-mark  fc«  a 
proprietary  medical  preparation. 

.1,.  Google 
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The  amended  apidication  for  cancelation  seta  up  tiie  following 
grounds: 

Irt.  That  the  applicant,  Percy  C.  Familton,  Is  the  lawfgl  owner  o(  the  trade 
mark  or  name  "  Native  Herbs,"  the  said  applicant  and  hla  predecessor  having 
mntlnaoDslf  used  the  name  "  Native  Herba"  as  a  trade-mark  for  Internal  herb 
remedies  for  diseases  of  the  blood,  kidneys  and  liver  since  some  time  In  the 
rear  1879,  said  trade-mark  being  nsed  npOQ  the  x>scknge8  containing  the 
goods  as  shown  by  the  "Familton  Exhibit  A"  mentioned  In  the  accompanying 
tffldavlt  of  Percy  C.  Familton,  said  affidavit  being  annexed  hereto  and  made  a 
part  hereof. 

2Dd.  That  the  said  Alonzo  O.  Bllas  Medical  Company  did  not  at  the  time  of 
its  application  for  registration  of  said  trade-mark,  have  the  exclusive  right 
to  the  nse  of  said  trade-mark  In  connection  with  the  class  of  goods  on  which 
the  same  Is  allied  to  be  used. 

3rd.  That  the  said  Alonzo  0.  Bliss  Medical  Company  has  served  notice  on 
this  applicant  of  the  registration  of  Its  said  trade-mnrk  and  of  Its  alleged 
exclnalve  right  therein  and  Intimated  that  unless  the  said  applicunt  dlscon- 
tlnoes  the  ase  of  said  trade-mark,  snlt  will  be  brought  by  said  The  Alonzo  Q. 
Bllas  Medical  Company  against  the  applicant  and  upon  the  Btrength  of  the 
registration  of  said  trade-mark  the  agents  of  the  said  Alonzo  O.  Bliss  Medical 
Company  have  Intimidated  the  customers  of  applicant  and  have  attemiited  to 
Intimidate  the  agents  of  applicant  by  telling  applicant's  agents,  that  they 
(appUcant'a  agents)  were  liable  to  arrest  for  the  infringement  of  said  trade- 
mark, whereby  the  business  of  applicant  has  been  greatly  damaged  by  the  said 
The  Alonzo  O.  Bliss  Medical  Company. 

4th.  That  the  nae  of  said  trade-mark  and  the  publication  of  the  fact  that 
the  same  Is  registered  in  the  Patent  Office  by  The  Alonzo  O.  Bliss  Medical  Com- 
pany, tends  to  and  does  injure  the  business  of  this  applicant. 

These  allegations  were  denied  in  the  answer  of  appellant,  replica- 
tion was  then  filed,  and  proofs  taken.  The  Examiner  of  Interfer- 
ences found  that  the  testimony  in  behalf  of  Familton  established 
that  George  W.  Bassett  adopted  and  used  the  words  "  Bassett's  Native 
Herbs  "  on  and  in  connection  with  a  medicinal  preparation  as  early 
as  1882  and  continued  such  use  until  1904,  when  he  sold  his  business 
and  trade-marks  to  Familton,  the  applicant  for  cancelation,  who  has 
continued  the  use  to  the  present  time. 

This  finding  is  believed  to  be  correct  and  justified  by  the  evidence, 
as  is  also  the  holding  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  that  tlie 
evidence  on  behalf  of  the  registrant,  The  Alonzo  O.  Bliss  Medical 
Company,  ^ows  that  it  and  its  predecessor  used  continuously  the 
mark  "  Our  Native  Herbs "  from  1887  to  1902,  and  subsequently  to 
that  time  and  down  to  date  the  mark  "  Bliss  Native  Herbs."  In  fact, 
registrant  does  not  claim  to  have  used  the  mark  prior  to  1887. 

These  findings  are  not  seriously  disputed;  but  appellant  contends 
that  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  erred  (1)  in  holding  that  the 
applicant  for  cancelation  had  shown  damage  resulting  from  the  regis- 
tration, and  (2)  in  his  interpretation  of  the  meaning  of  the  word 
**  use  "  in  section  13  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  Appellant  claims  that 
69026— H.  Poc  1849, 80-2 18 
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whether  or  not  it  was  entitled  to  appropriate  the  mart  as  a  trade- 
mark at  the  date  of  its  application  it  had  a  right  to  use  the  mark 
and  that  its  registration  cannot  be  le^lly  canceled  under  the  wording 
of  this  statute. 

The  latter  contention  will  be  considered  first.  Section  13  of  the 
Trade- Mark  Act  reads  as  follows: 

Sbo.  13.  That  wbeneTBT  any  person  sball  deem  htmeelf  Injured  bj  tbt  rad*- 
tratlon  of  a  trade-mark  In  tbe  Patent  Offlce  he  mar  at  any  time  ^pplj  to 
(be  CommiBBloner  of  Patents  to  cancel  the  registration  thereof.  Hie  Com- 
mlasloner  abaU  refar  encb  appllcatloa  to  the  Bxaminer  la  charge  of  Interfer- 
t'Dces,  who  Is  empowered  to  hear  and  determine  this  qaestton  and  who  shaU 
give  notice  thereof  to  the  registrant  If  It  appears  after  a  bearlog  before  the 
Examiner  that  the  registrant  was  not  entitled  to  the  use  of  the  mark  at  tli« 
date  of  bis  application  for  registration  thereof,  or  that  the  mark  Is  not  used  bj 
the  registrant,  or  has  been  abondoned,  and  the  Examiner  shall  ao  decide,  tba 
Ciommlssloner  shall  cancel  the  registration.  AH)eal  may  be  taken  to  the  Com- 
missioner in  person  from  the  decision  of  Elxaminer  of  InterfereDcea. 

The  Examiner  of  Interference  held  that  the  testimony  cleaiiy 
showed  that  the  mark  is  used  by  the  registrant  and  has  not  be«i 
abandoned,  but  that  the  registrant  was  not  entitled  to  the  exclusive 
use  of  the  mark  at  the  date  of  its  application  and  that  the  mark 
should  therefore  be  canceled.  In  holding  that  the  term  "entitled 
to  use  "  in  the  Trade-Mark  Act  means  entitled  to  exclusive  use  the 
Examiner  of  Interferences  followed  the  decisions  of  the  Commissioner 
in  PioneeT  Suspender  Coinpany  v.  Lewis  Oppenheimer'a  Sons  (C.  D,, 
1907, 144;  128  O.  G.,  1293)  and  in  Magie  Curler  Company  v.  Porter 
(C.  D.,  1907,  163;  128  O.  G.,  2088.)  In  the  latter  case  the  Com- 
missioner said : 

The  question  is,  Does  the  provision  of  this  section  for  cancdatlon,  when— 
"  the  registrant  was  not  oitltled  to  the  use  of  the  marh  at  the  date  of  hla 
application  for  registration  thereon," — authorize  cancelation  generally  where 
It  appears  that  the  registrant  was  not  entltlad  to  the  registration  obtained, 
or  whether  cancelation  under  this  provision  Is  limited  to  those  case*  where 
a  trade-mark  might  reside  in  another  partyT  This  question  was  decided  by 
the  Commissioner  In  Pioneer  Bu»penier  Company  t.  Loutia  Oppenhetmcr'g  Sont 
C.  n.,  1907,  144;  12S  O.  O.,  1293.)  where  It  was  held  that  the  right  to  use 
referred  to  In  this  section  means  a  right  to  exclusive  use.  Tbere  seems  to 
be  no  reason  why  the  conalderation  of  the  rt^t  to  registration  upon  an  appU- 
eatlon  for  cancelation  should  be  restricted  to  a  determination  of  die  reglstranfi 
right  to  use  the  mark.  The  r^t  registered  is  a  supposed  right  te  atclualrs 
use.  The  evident  intention  of  Congress  was  to  permit  any  person  deeming 
biDiself  Injured  by  a  registration  to  question  the  validity  thereof  in  the 
Patent  Office  and  to  obtain  cancelation  thereof  if  the  registrant  bad  no 
trade-mark  right  therein  at  the  time  of  bis  application  for  reglstratloD,  or  If, 
having  had  such  a  rlgbl  *t  tbat  time,  he  has  subaeqawitlj  lost  dw  mow. 
There  Is  more  reason  why  a  party  who  has  himself  no  trade-mark  right 
but  who  is  barnnsed  In  bis  biislneBs  through  an  Improper  registration,  ediould 
be  permitted  to  overtbrow  that  registration  than  there  U  for  according  this 
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rettef  to  one  wbo  Is  tli«  pceaeBSor  of  a  trade-mark  clKbt  Tbe  latter  pert]' 
ma7  obtain  relief  agaioBt  Inlury  through  tbe  Invalid  reKietratlon  bj  Inter- 
fereoce  proceedlngn,  reglstratloo  to  himself,  and  suit  tbereon.  Tbe  former 
part;,  though  liable  to  the  same  Injur;,  has  not  the  same  opportunity  for 
combating  It.  In  the  face  of  these  reasons  tbe  meaning  which  the  statute 
appears  to  have  when  construed  strictly  in  accordance  with  the  exact  definitions 
of  the  words  used  is  believed  to  be  accidental  and  not  controlling. 

The  conclugions  reached  in  these  decisions  are  believed  to  be 
sound.  Trade-marks  form  the  subject-matter  of  section  18.  This 
term  occurs  at  the  beginning  of  the  section,  and  it  seems  clear  that 
the  provision  further  on  in  this  section  that  the  mark  shall  be 
canceled  if  it  appears — 

that  tbe  reglstraDt  was  not  coitltUd  to  the  use  of  the  mark  at  the  date  of 
Ills  application — 

means  entitled  to  the  use  or  appropriation  of  the  mark  as  a  trade- 
mark— that  is,  exclusive  use. 

The  evidence  is  b^eved  to  establish  that  registrant  was  not  the 
first  to  adopt  and  use  the  mark  and  that  it  was  not,  therefore, 
entitled  to  the  use  or  registration  of  the  mark  as  a  technical  trade- 
mark at  the  date  of  its  application;  also  that  it  did  not  have 
exclusive  use  of  the  mark  during  the  ten  years  necessary  to  entitle  it 
to  registration  under  the  ten-year  proviso,  but  that  the  use  of  the 
mark  was  contemporaneous  with  that  of  the  appellee.  The  record 
shows  that  the  mark  was  registered  under  the  ten-year  proviso, 
and  it  was  held  in  the  recent  decisions  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  in  Worcester  Brewing  Corporation  v. 
Reuter  tSt  Company  (post,  329;  183  O.  G.,  1190)  and  Brovm-Forman 
Company  v.  Beech  HUl  DistiUing  Company  {pott,  884;  134  O.  G., 
1565)  that  to  entitle  an  applicant  to  registration  under  this  proviso 
he  must  have  had  sole  use  of  the  mark  during  the  ten-years  period. 

There  is  some  evidence  tending  to  support  registrant's  contention 
that  the  mark  is  descriptive  of  the  goods  upon  which  it  is  applied 
and  that  Familton,  therefore,  could  acquire  no  property  rights  in 
the  mark.  It  is  not  necessary  to  determine  this  question,  since  Fam- 
ilton is  not  an  applicant  for  registration  of  the  mark.  Familton  and 
his  predecessor  used  the  mark  upon  the  goods  in  a  manner  similar  to 
a  trade-mark  use,  and  whether  they  had  a  right  to  use  the  mark  as 
a  trade-mark  or  merely  as  descriptive  of  the  goods  is  of  no  moment 
90  far  as  the  rights  of  appellant  are  concerned.  (Magic  Cnrlcr  Com- 
pany T.  Porter,  aitpra;  Kuttroff  v.  Casella  Color  Company,  C.  D., 
1907,  226 ;  129  O.  G.,  8169 ;  The  Natural  Food  Company  v.  Williams, 
/)ort,  820;  133  O.  G.,  232.) 

Appellant  contends  that  Familton  has  not  shown  such  an  interest 
as  entitles  him  to  intervene  or  which  is  sufficient  to  confer  jurisdiction 
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upon  the  Office  to  entertain  his  application  for  cancelation  under  the 
ruling  of  Uie  court  of  appeals  in  Mcllkenny^a  Son  v.  New  Iberia  Ex- 
tract of  Tabasco  Pepper  Company,  Limited,  {post,  325;  133  O.  G., 
995.)     In  that  case  the  Court  said: 

Tbe  petition  of  tbe  appellee  does  not  cootiiln  an  averment  that  It  had  used 
the  word  "  Tubneco "  ns  a  trade-mark  for  pepper-sauce.  The  aTerment  that 
It  had  used  the  word  aa  a  trade-mark  Is  not  ButBclent  for  the  obvlona  reaion 
that  unless  the  word  had  be^i  used  In  the  same  buslnesa  aa  that  In  wblcli  It 
waB  used  by  appellant,  no  Injury  contemplated  by  the  statute  wonld  have 
resulted,  and  no  right  to  Intervene  would  have  followed.  The  averment  In  tlie 
sixth  paragraph  of  the  petition  la  merely  a  conclusion  of  the  pleader  nnanp- 
ported  by  the  facta  previously  set  out.     Such  an  allegation  la  not  sufflclent. 

The  allegations  of  the  application  for  cancelation  {supra)  in  this 
case  are  not  open  to  these  objections.  Applicant  alleges  in  ground  1 
to  have  used  the  mark  of  the  registration  as  a  trade-mark  upon  the 
same  class  of  goods  as  registrant,  and  ground  3  statefi  specific  facts 
as  to  injury  resulting  from  the  registration.  The  evidence  in  behalf 
of  Familton  is  believed  to  substantiate  his  claim  as  to  wntinuous 
use  of  the  registered  mark  upon  the  same  goods  from  a  date  long 
prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  mark  by  appellant,  also  to  support  his 
allegation  that  he  deems  himself  injured  by  the  registration.  Ap- 
pellant admits  in  paragraph  3  of  his  answer — 

■  ■  *  that  It  haa  notided  the  said  applicant  of  Its  exclusive  rights  In  aald 
trade-mark  and  of  the  fact  that  it  had  reglatered  said  trade-mark  In  the  United 
States  Patent  Offlce. 

The  evidence  shows  that  "  Familton's  Exhibit,  Bliss  Weekly  Let- 
ter "  was  sent  by  appellant  to  Familton  and  many  of  his  agents.  At 
the  top  of  this  paper  is  printed  in  large  type  the  following: 

A  Reproduction  of  the  Docum«it  Isaned  by  the  United  Stat«a  Patent  Offlce 
to  The  AlouEO  O.  Bliss  Company,  Granting  Exclusive  Right  to  the  Kame 
"  Native  Herbs."  Any  Individual  or  Concern  Using  the  Name  for  a  Medicine 
In  Any  Way  Is  Liable  to  Prosecution,  the  Same  as  is  Anyone  Who  Buys  or  Sells 
a  Remedy  Called  "Native  Herbs"  Other  Thou  the  Original  Herb  Compound 
Alauufactured  Solely  by  The  Alonzo  O.  Bliss  Compnny. 

Not  only  did  appellant  threaten  to  bring  suit  against  Familton, 
but  Totten,  the  manager  of  The  Alonzo  O.  Bliss  Company  admits 
(Q.  40)  that  a  bill  in  equity  was  actually  filed  against  the  appellee. 
The  contention  of  appellant  that  Familton  has  not  shown  that  he 
is  entitled  imder  section  13  to  file  an  application  for  cancelation  of 
api^cUant's  registration  is  believed  to  be  untenable. 

In  view  of  the  conclusions  reached  it  follows  that  the  registration 
of  the  appellant  should  be  canceled,  and  the  decision  of  the  Emaminer 
of  Interferences  is  accordingly  ajjirmed. 

...Google 
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Ex   PABTB   McHaLB. 

DeiMei  JiOv  IS,  1908. 

185  O.  G.,  1861. 

DnristON — Apfeal — Res  Adjudicata. 

Wbere  a  requlremeDt  for  dlTielon  between  process,  article,  aod  apparatns 
clalma,  made  bj  the  Prlmaty  Bzaiolner  and  afDrmed  b;  tbe  Eiamlnera- 
tu-Chlef  and  Commlsaloner,  tias  been  compiled  with,  the  B^amlner  is  not 
precluded  from  requiring  division  between  tbe  claims  presented  In  one 
of  the  divisional  applications  relating  to  tbe  article  npon  the  ground  that 
they  cover  different  species.  The  question  of  division  as  Iietween  different 
Bpedes  of  the  article  is  not  res  adiitdicata  in  tbe  divisional  application, 
aa  it  was  not  one  of  the  questions  passed  upon  bf  the  Examiners- In-Ch let. 

On  Pbtition. 

AKT  OF  rOBOINO  filDB  FBAMEB.  ETC. 

Mr.  Joaepk  L.  Levy  for  the  applicant. 


Moore,  Commiasioner/ 

This  is  a  petition  that — 
tbe  Examiner  be  required  to  follow  tbe  instructiouB  aa  to  division  as  set  forth 
In  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patenta  in  the  case  of  which  this  Is 
a  division,  which  parent  case  was  flled  September  fttb.  1904.  Serial  No.  233326. 

It  Appears  that  in  the  parent  application  the  Examiner  required 
that  the  claims  be  divided  into  five  groups — (1)  the  process  of  forg- 
ing, set  forth  in  claims  1  to  22,  inclusive;  (2)  an  article  of  manufac- 
ture, set  forth  in  claims  23  to  30,  inclusive;  (8)  a  forging-machine, 
set  forth  in  claims  31  to  37,  inclusive,  and  claim  40;  (4)  s  cutting 
and  shaping  means,  set  forth  in  claim  38;  (5)  a  bending  device,  set 
forth  in  claim  3d. 

Appeal  was  taken  from  this  requirement,  and  the  Examiners-in- 
Chief  aflii'nied  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  except  as  to  claims  88 
and  39,  which  they  held  could  go  with  the  other  machine  claims.  On 
appeal  this  decision  was  affirmed  by  the  Commissioner. 

The  present  divisional  application  contained  as  filed  the  article 
claims  which  were  contained  in  the  parent  application.  The  Exam- 
iner required  division,  holding  that  these  claims  covered  different 
specific  articles.  It  is  from  this  requirement  that  the  present  petition 
is  taken,  the  applicant  urging  that  the  matter  is  res  adjudicata,  since 
such  division  was  not  required  in  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner 
in  the  parent  case.  It  is  apparent,  however,  that  this  question  was 
not  before  the  Commissioner  on  the  appeal,  since  the  only  question 
pasied  upon  by  him  was  the  correctness  of  the  division  of  the  claims 
into  process,  article,  and  machine  claims.  That  decision,  there- 
fore, in  no  way  precludes  tbe  Examiner  from  making  the  present 
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holding  that  the  claims  in  this  application  cover  different  spedfic 
articles.  If  applicant  wishes  to  contest  the  propriety  of  this  re- 
quirement for  division,  his  remedy  is  by  appeal  to  the  Examiners- 
in-Chief. 

The  petition  is  denied. 


Ex    PARTE    CenTKAL   ConSDMEBS   CoHPANr. 

Decided  July  17,  I90S. 

135  O.  G.,  1581. 

TBADE-MABKS RBOIBTSABtLtTY— Descbiptive  Habk — "  Nbxtobkb." 

A  trade-mark  conslstiag  ot  tbe  word  "Nestobeer"  wttb  a  pnraph  tbne- 
iiiider  for  a  "  non- Intoxicating  malt  beverage  "  Held  merely  descriptive 
and  not  regis! ruble. 

On  Appeal. 

tbade-hark  fob  non-intoxicatino  halt  bevebaoeb, 
Mr.  George  R.  Hamlin  ios  the  applicant. 

Moore,  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks 
in  refusing  to  register  as  a  trade-mark  for  a  "  non-intoxicating  malt 
beverage "  the  word  "  Nextobeer."  The  ground  of  this  refusal  was 
that  the  mark  is  descriptive  of  the  character  or  quality  of  the  good^ 
upon  which  it  is  used. 

In  the  labels  filed  as  specimens  the  beverage  upon  w;liich  this  mark 
is  used  is  described  as  a  "  non-intoxicating  beer  "  and  aa  a  **  refresh- 
ing beer"  and  as  "containing  less  than  2%  alcohol."  The  words 
"  next  to"  are  defined  in  the  Century  Dictionary  as  meaning  "  imme- 
diately after,"  "almost,"  "within  a  little  of  being."  Beer  contains 
iiboiit  four  per  cent,  alcohol  and  is  a  malt  preparation.  The  words 
"next  to  beer"  give  an  apt  description  of  a  beverage  which  is 
"within  a  little  of  being"  or  "almost"  beer.  It  is  true  that  these 
words  are  written  as  one  word  with  a  paraph  thereunder,  but  that 
does  not  make  them  the  less  descriptive  nor  the  mark  registrable. 

Appellant  contends  that  the  statute  prohibits  the  registration  of 
only  such  marks  as  are  mei-ely  descriptive— that  is,  that  have  no  other 
significance  than  descriptiveness  of  the  qualities,  ingredients,  or 
characteristics  of  the  article  on  which  they  are  used — that  the  mark 
here  sought  to  be  registered  goes  further  and  is  but  inferentially 
descriptive,  its  real  object  being  to  denote  origin  or  ownership,  and 
that  it  is  thei'efure  registrable. 
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The  answer  to  this  conteotion  is  'found  in  a  recent  decision  of  the 
Court  of  Appeals  of  the  DiBtrict  of  Columbia  in  re  the  Crescent  Type- 
icriter  Supply  CoTnpany,  post,  318;  183  O.  G.,  231.)  where  it  was 
held  that  a  mark  consisting  of  a  wreath  inclosing  tJie  word  "  Orient " 
written  in  a  peculiar  manner  with  the  word  "  Brand  "  thereunder 
was  properly  refused  registration  on  the  ground  that  it  was  geo- 
graphicaL 

In  that  decision,  after  quoting  the  portion  of  section  5  of  the 
Trade-Mark  Act  which  prohibits  the  registration  of  names  or  terms 
that  are  merely  geographical,  the  Court  said : 

The  proviBlou  of  the  statute  la  broad  enough  to  prohibit  the  use  of  any  word 
which  has  an  excluMve  geographical  significance  or  would  suggest  an;  partlc- 
nlar  geographical  location. 

Since  the  wording  of  section  5  is  the  same  with  respect  to  both 
dasses  of  marks,  it  is  believed  that  the  statute  should  be  construed  as 
Inroadly  with  respect  to  descriptive  marks  as  the  court  has  construed 
it  with  respect  to  geographical  marks,  and  it  must  be  held,  therefore, 
that  registration  of  appellant's  mark  was  properly  refused. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marka  is  afjirmed. 


Ex   PASTE    LaHBERT. 
APPLICATION    K)a    PATENT. 

JQeoided  Augiut  S,  190&. 
185  O.  G.,  168L 

1.  uehewai.   Applications — BBc»in>  Rehewai.  Talis — Sbctioei  4S&7,   Betueo 
Statutes,  Cokstbued. 
The  proTldoD  of  section  4897,  Bevlsed  Statutes,  relating  to  the  renewal 
of  forfeited  applications  ttiat  "  such  second  application  must  be  made  with- 
in two  years  after  the  allowance  of  the  original  application"  construed 
BBd  Held  not  to  prohibit  the  flling  of  a  second  renewal  application  within 
two  years  after  the  alloirance  of  the  original  application. 
2.  Samb — Samb— Not  Betboaotivk. 

The  practice  which  prevailed  prior  ta  18&4  of  allowing  inore  than  one 
renewal  of  a  forfeited  application,  providing  it  was  made  within  two  years 
following  the  date  of  allowance  of  the  original  application,  ts  restored, 
but  it  is  not  to  be  construed  as  in  any  way  retroactive. 

On  PrnxioN. 

■KIP  OB  LOAIMlABanB, 

Messrs.  Kenyon  A  Kenyan  for  the  applicant,    {^fr.  William  Bout- 
ton  Kenyan  and  Mr.  Walter  F.  Rogers  of  counsel.)         '^  it>'.)<^k' 
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MooBE,  Commissioner  f 

This  is  a  petition  that  a  renewal  petition  and  fee  filed  May  15, 
1908,  for  the  second  renewal  of  the  above-entitled  application  be 
accepted  and  the  application  again  renewed  as  of  that  date. 

The  record  discloses  the  following  facts:  On  May  3,  1906,  A^or 
Lambert  filed  in  the  United  States  Patent  Office  an  application  for 
patent  which  was  given  Serial  No.  314,929.  After  due  examination 
this  application  was  allowed  on  September  13,  1906,  and  became 
forfeit^  by  non-payment  of  the  final  fee,  under  section  4885  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  six  months  thereafter — March  13, 1907.  A  renewal 
application  was  filed  March  14,  1907,  under  the  provisions  of  section 
4897  and  was  allowed  October  29,  1907.  This  renewal  application 
became  forfeited  by  non-payment  of  the  final  fee  on  April  29,  1908. 
On  May  15,  1908,  a  petition  for  renewal,  together  with  a  fee  of 
fifteen  dollars,  was  presented  for  the  second  renewal  of  this  applica- 
tion. The  fee  was  returned  on  May  21,  1908,  by  the  Chief  Clerk  of 
the  Patent  Office  with  the  statement  that  applications  cannot  be 
renewed  a  second  time.  On  May  26,  1908,  a  request  for  reconsidera- 
tion was  presented  by  counsel  for  the  applicant,  together  with  a 
tender  of  the  petition  and  fee  above  referred  ta  The  petition  and 
fee  were  again  returned  by  the  Chief  Clerk,  who  directed  attention  to 
ex  parte  Weil  (C.  D.,  1906,  160;  122  O.  G.,  352)  as  his  authority  for 
such  action  in  the  case.  Subsequently  on  June  16,  1908,  the  renewal 
petition  and  fee  were  filed  in  the  Patent  Office,  and  a  petition  that 
they  be  accepted  was  denied  by  the  Assistant  Commissioner  on  July 
1,  1908,  who  held  that  in  view  of  the  opinions^  of  the  Assistant  At- 
torney-General (C.  D.,  1894,  111 ;  69  O.  G.,  639 ;  and  C.  D.,  1895,  95 ; 
70  O.  G.,  493)  rendered  upon  this  question  he  was  without  authority 
to  renew  the  application. 

On  July  2, 1908,  the  applicant  filed  an  appeal  and  petition  with  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  petition  praying  that  the  opinions  of 
the  Assistant  Attorney-General  referred  to  and  the  decision  and  rule 
or  regulation  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  founded  thereon  bo 
withdrawn  as  contrary  to  the  plain  import  and  purpose  of  section 
4897  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  On  July  28,  1908,  the  First  Assistant 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  rendered  a  decision  (post,  803 ;  136  O.  G., 
1584)  in  which  he  dismissed  this  appeal  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  but 
at  the  same  time  granted  the  prayer  of  the  petition  and  remanded 
the  case — 


In  his  decision  the  Assistant  Secretary  said : 

It  mny  well  be  doubted  If  tbe  Secretary  of  the  Interior  baa  ai^iellate  Juris- 
diction  of  the  question  presented.  Its  consideration  by  the  ComnilBaloner  of 
PateutB  was  more  than  mlnisteFlal.    It  Involved  the  exercise  of  Jadgment  aod 
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dlflcretliai,  and  Ite  detmnlnatloo  would  aetm  to  be  a  Jadldal,  or  qnasl-JudicUl 
act.  The  appetUnf  a  remedy  by  appeal,  if  tbere  be  one,  Is  committed  to  tbe 
courts,  and  tbe  Secretary  of  tbe  Interior  has  ng  authority  to  review  the  Com- 
mlasloner's  action.  (Butterworth,  OommlaMoner  of  Patenli,  y.  United  State*, 
w  rol.  Hoe  MMl  othert,  C.  D.,  1884,  420;  2B  O.  G.,  616;  112  TJ.  8.,  BOl;  POOI0  t. 
Avav,  O.  D.,  1809,  2SD;  8T  O.  6^  867 ;  14  AMt.  Atty.  Qeneral's  Oplnlona.  COL) 

The  petltlOD,  however,  points  out  that  the  present  practice  U  not  In  keeping 
with  the  Intent  of  the  statute,  that  It  Is  based  on  the  aforesaid  approved  opln- 
Ions  of  the  Aaslstant  Attom^-General  of  this  Department,  that  these  decleiooB 
are  erroneous  and  should  be  withdrawn  so  that  the  Commlraloner  may  not  feel 
bound  by  them,  and  It  Is  Intimated  If  this  be  done  that  the  Commissioner's 
rlews;  belnc  In  harmony  with  the  views  of  the  petitioner,  he  would  at  once 
correct  the  abuse  that  has  resulted  therefrom  and  return  to  a  practice  which 
had  subatsted  for  thirty  years  prior  to  the  promulgation  of  said  opinions. 
Urns  presented,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  consider  and  act  npon  tbe 
prayM'  of  the  petitioner. 

The  rulingB  complained  of  were  not  made  In  any  attempted  exercise  of  ap- 
pelate or  supervisory  authority  bnt  were  advisory  and  upon  reqnest  of  the  then 
Commissioner  of  Patents.  He  might  have  properly  disregarded  the  advice 
and  have  adhered  to  the  long-continued  and  well-settled  constmctlon  of  the  act, 
contemporaneously  given  It  by  a  Commissioner  whose  duty  It  was  to  admin- 
ister It;  a  constrnctkm  which  at  no  time  Congress  attempted  to  revise  bnt 
dnrlae  all  these  years  acquiesced  In.  It  had  become  a  fixed  rule  of  practice  to 
receive  more  than  one  renewal  application.  Undoubtedly  many  patents  were 
Issued  under  that  Interpretation.  The  act,  not  being  free  from  ambiguity  re- 
quired construction ;  and  I  am  Inclined  to  think  that  a  court,  for  that  reason 
alone,  might  have  refused  to  disturb  the  Conunlssloner's  construction,  so  long 
obtaining,  even  though  as  an  original  proposition  the  most  narrow  Interpreta- 
tltm  might  have  been  all  that  the  court  could  have  deduced  from  the  bare 
phraseology  of  the  act  The  opinions,  which  may  have  embarrassed  tbe  Com- 
missioner of  Patents  since  1898.  are  In  no  sense  controlling  and  yon  need  not 
consider  them  of  binding  force,  either  advisory  or  otherwise.  This  will  leave 
yon  free  to  exercise  your  own  discretion  In  the  matter;  for  the  determination 
of  the  rights  of  this  petitioner  must  be  your  Judicial  act — not  that  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  who  Is  not  vested  with  supervisory  or  a[ipeI1ate  con- 
trol of  your  conduct  In  a  Judicial  or  qua  si -judicial  capacity.  Congress  has  au- 
thorised tbe  Commissioner  of  Patents  to  decide  tbe  patentability  of  Inventions, 
subject  to  the  right  of  appeal,  not  to  this  Department,  bnt  to  the  conrt  In  the 
Orst  Instance  at  least.  It  Is  the  dnty  of  tbe  Commissioner  to  construe  the  sub- 
stantive law  of  patents,  and  that  construction  may  be  disturbed  only  by  the 
courts.  If  you  conclude  to  revert  to  the  earlier  practice,  under  tbe  construc- 
tion obtaining  tor  nearly  a  generation,  you  have  an  unquestionable  right  so 
to  do  without  the  slightest  refer^ice  to  the  two  opinions  of  the  Assistant 
Attomey-Oeneml . 

Whether  or  not  these  opinions  are  correct,  and  the  first  was  certainly  wrong 
In  one  respect— I  need  not  decide;  and  I  volunteer  no  expression  of  opinion 
because  you  should  be  left  entirely  untrammeled  by  any  presentation  of  views 
which.  In  legal  effect,  would  be  at  the  most  mere  advice.  Again,  I  must  say, 
It  la  wholly  wltldn  your  province  to  determine  the  Issue,  the  responsibility 
resting  solely  npon  your  conscience  and  discretion ;  and  that  In  no  event  shonld 
yon  regard  the  two  opinions  as  In  anywise  controlling  your  conclusion. 

Apparently  the  practice  of  allowing  subsequent  renewals,  provided 
the;  were  mmde  within  two  years  after  the  ^owaace  of  the  original 
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fipplication,  which  had  prevailed  for  thirty  years  was  changed  to 
permit  but  one  renewal  in  1894  solely  because  the  Cc«imissioner 
construed  tlie  opinions  of  the  Assistant  Attorney-General  as  con- 
trolling in  the  matter.  In  the  case  of  ex  parte  Weil  (C.  D.,  1006, 
160;  122  O.  G.,  352)  the  Commissioner  stated  that^— 

Tbe  practice  of  tbls  Office  In  refnalne  to  eut^taln  a  sacon^  renewal  appll- 
cfltloD  Is  founded  upon  oplntons  of  tbe  Attorn ey-G^tera I  pubUsbed  In  C  D.. 
1894.  Ill;  69  O.  G.,  639,  and  in  C.  D..  1896,  96;  70  O.  C  493— 
and  he  gives  no  other  reasmi.  The  decision  of  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary in  the  present  case,  however,  holds  that  said  opinions  are  in 
no  way  controlling  or  binding  upon  the  Commissioner  of  Patents, 
but  that  it  ia  his  duty  to  determine  the  matter  according  to  his  con- 
science and  discretion  and  that  his  construction  may  be  disturbed 
only  by  the  courts. 

Prior  to  1861  but  one  fee  was  required  by  the  Patent  Office,  this 
being  a  fee  of  thirty  dollars,  payable  upon  the  filing  of  the  applica- 
tion. If,  therefore,  the  application  was  allowed,  it  could  be  issued 
at  once.  In  1661  the  present  division  of  fees  was  made — that  is,  a 
preliminary  fee  of  fifteen  dollars  was  required,  and  a  final  fee  of 
twenty  dollars  was  required  "on  issuing  each  ori^nal  patent,"  (sec. 
10,  act  of  1861 ;)  but  the  act  did  not  specify  how  long  after  allowance 
the  applicant  could  have  for  the  payment  of  this  final  fee.  In  1863 
this  diiBculty  was  met  by  the  following  statute : 

Sec.  3.  And  be  It  further  enflcted,  that  every  patent  shall  be  dated  as  of 
a  day,  not  later  than  six  nionthe  after  tbe  time  at  which  It  was  passed  and 
allowed,  and  notice  thereof  aent  to  the  applicant  or  bis  agent  And  If  tbe  flnal 
fee  for  auch  imtent  be  not  paid  within  the  anid  six  montbH  the  pat^it  shall  be 
withheld  and  the  inrenlliin  therein  described  shall  become  public  property  as 
against  the  appllcniit  therefor:  Provided,  That  In  all  cases  when  patents  bave 
been  allowed  prevlouB  to  tbe  passage  of  this  act,  the  said  bIz  months  aball  be 
reckoned  from  the  date  of  such  passage. 

To  mitigate  the  harshness  of  the  provision  precluding  the  appli- 
cant frMn  (Staining  a  patent  after  the  specified  six  months  even  upcm 
a  new  application.  Congress  provided  by  the  act  of  1864,  as  a  tem- 
porary remedy,  that  the  time  for  paying  the  final  fee  in  pending  ap- 
plications should  be  extended  ior  six  mtniths  after  the  date  of  the 
latter  act.  It  was  soon  recognized,  however,  that  the  act  of  1863  was 
too  severe  upon  inventors,  and  in  1866  Ccmgreas  passed  an  act  of 
general  relief  the  prototype  of  section  4897,  Revised  Statutes.  The 
act  of  18C5  provided,  with  respect  to  both  pending  and  future  appli- 
cations, that  when  the  final  fee  had  not  been  paid  on  an  allowed  ap- 
plication within  the  six  mtmths  specified  any  person  having  an  in- 
terest  in  the  invention  should  have  the  right  to  make  an  applicadon — 
the  lame  as  In  tbe  case  of  an  original  application,  provided  socb  application 
be  made  wltbla  two  years  aft«r  the  date  of  the  ollowanoe  of  tba  iwlsiaal 
application. 
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This  proTidon,  without  substantial  change,  was  incorporated  in 
flection  35  of  the  act  of  1870  and  section  4897  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 
(These  various  statutes  are  quoted  in  full  in  Sibbald  v.  Casaidy  and 
Smith,  C.  v.,  1892,  223;  61  O.  O.,  116S.) 

Sectim  4897,  Revised  Statutes,  has  remained  in  force  without 
diange  since  its  enactment  in  1874.  This  section,  which  governs  the 
matter  under  consideration,  reads  as  follows: 

Sec.  4897.  Any  person  who  bas  an  interest  In  an  Invention  or  dtBcoTei?, 
whether  as  inTentor,  dlBCOverer,  or  asglgnee,  for  wblcb  a  patent  was  ordered  b> 
iMoe  npoo  the  pSTment  of  the  flnal  fee,  hot  who  falls  to  make  payment  thereof 
wittain  six  months  from  the  time  at  whkh  It  was  passed  and  allowed,  and  notice 
thereof  was  sent  to  the  appUoant  or  his  agent,  shall  have  a  right  to  make  an 
appllcBtioii  for  a  patent  for  such  Inronllou  or  discovery  the  same  as  In  the  case 
of  an  original  application.  But  such  second  application  must  I>e  made  within 
two  years  after  the  allowance  of  the  original  application.  But  no  person  shall 
be  held  responsible  In  damSfM  for  the  manufactnre  or  uae  of  any  article  or 
thtDg  for  which  a  patent  was  ordered  to  Issue  uader  such  roiewed  a[^ication 
prior  to  tbe  Issne  of  tbe  patenL  And  upon  the  hearing  of  renewed  applications 
preferred  under  this  section,  abandonment  shall  be  considered  as  a  question 
of  fact 

This  hist<vy  of  the  provision  permitting  the  renewal  of  forfeited 
applications  shows  that  it  was  originally  intended  to  provide  a 
remedy  for  the  statutory  forfeiture  of  the  invention,  (act  of  1863,) 
that  its  purpose  was  remedial  and  to  confer  added  privileges  upon 
the  inventor,  and  that  it  should  therefore  be  broadly  construed.  Al- 
though the  act  of  18C3,  which  it  was  intended  to  alleviate,  was 
repealed  by  the  Consolidated  Patent  Act  of  1870,  this  provision  of 
the  act  of  1865  was  reenacted  therein.  Had  it  been  the  intention  to 
restrict  the  Patent  Office  practice  which  prevailed  between  1865  and 
1870  of  allowing  more  than  one  renewal,  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose 
that  in  the  general  revision  of  1870  the  provision  would  have  been 
worded  to  exj^essly  so  state.  The  Cranmissioners  at  the  time  of  the 
passage  of  the  acts,  and  who,  if  they  did  not  assist  in  framing  them, 
were  especiall;  interested  in  them,  never  seem  to  have  had  any  doubt 
about  their  permitting  mofe  than  one  renewal,  nor  does  it  seem  to 
have  been  questioned  by  the  Commissioners  during  the  thirty  years 
prior  to  1894. 

During  the  thirty  years  no  patent  issued  by  the  Office  upon  a 
second  renewal  application  was  ever  held  invalid  for  this  reason  by 
the  courts,  and  they  never  questioned  the  validity  of  the  Office 
practice. 

In  1890  tbe  Commissioner  of  Patents  referred  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  tlie  case  of  Nicholson,  who  in  turn  referred  it  to  the 
Department  of  Justice.  In  that  case  the  application  of  Nicholson, 
filed  on  June  25, 1887,  was  allowed  December  9, 1887,  renewed  Decem- 
ber 4, 1889,  again  allowed  December  11, 1889,  and  a  second  application 
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for  renewal  was  filed  June  7, 1890.  In  his  opinion  (C.  D.,  1890, 197; 
53  O.  G.,  1574)  Attorney-General  Miller  states  that  the  question 
presented  is  "whether  under  tiie  circumstances  detailed  NicholscHi  is 
entitled  to  be  allowed  Letters  Patent  upon  this  application."  He 
held  the  applicant  not  aititled  to  Letters  Patent  because  the  second 
renewal  was  presented  more  than  two  years  after  the  allowance  of 
the  original  application.  He  further  stated  that  he  did  not  dean 
himself  called  upon  to  decide  whether  a  second  renewal  application 
filed  within  the  two  years  would  support  a  patent  Obviously,  how- 
ever, if  he  had  been  of  the  same  opinion  as  Assistant  Attorney-General 
Hall  in  1894  the  fact  that  the  renewal  application  was  a  second 
renewal  would  have  been  equally  good  ground  for  refusing  a  patent, 
and  he  would  doubtless  have  so  stated  had  he  considered  it  to  clearly 
constitute  a  bar. 

Likewise  in  the  case  of  Western  Electrical  Instrument  Company  v. 
Ejnpire  Electrical  Investment  Go.,  the  only  court  case  found  in  which 
this  point  is  directly  involved,  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Second  Circuit  refused  (136  F.  R.,  599)  to  afiirm  the  decision  of  the 
court  below  that  a  second  renewal  is  prohibited  by  section  4897,  Re- 
vised Statutes.  In  that  case  tJie  circuit  court  held  (131  F.  R.,  90)  the 
patent  invalid  both  because  it  issued  on  a  second  renewal  application 
(referring  to  Assistant  Attorney-General  Hall's  opinions)  and  lie- 
cause  the  second  renewal  was  made  more  than  two  years  after  Uie  al- 
lowance of  the  original  application.  On  appeal,  however,  the  court 
of  appeals  in  its  decision  rendered  March  8,  1905,  made  no  direct 
reference  to  the  holding  below  that  the  patent  was  invalid  because  it 
issued  on  a  second  renewal  application,  but  stated : 
We  concur  in  so  much  ot  the  opinion  of  the  court  below  as  bolda  that: 
"  If  more  than  one  application  could  be  made,  the  flnal  application  moRt  be 
made  within  two  yenra  after  the  allowance  of  the  original  application,  the  term 
'  the  original  application,'  aa  used  In  this  section,  meaning  the  first  application." 

This  would  seem  to  be  virtually  a  holding  that  the  court  of  appeals 
did  not  concur  in  the  remainder  of  the  opinion  of  the  court  below. 

In  his  first  opinion  Assistant  Attorney -General  Hall  held  that 
the  statute  does  not  contemplate  a  second  renewal,  even  when  made 
within  two  years  after  the  allowance  of  the  original  application,  for 
two  reasons,  as  follows: 

The  effect  of  the  statute  Is  to  restore  to  the  applicant  rights  that  have  been 
forfeited  and  surrendered  to  the  public  by  bis  failure  to  prosecute  and  perfect 
bis  claim  within  the  time  required  by  the  statute.  Tbe  act  did  not  contemplats 
the  restoration  of  a  rigbt  that  bad  been  again  forfeited  by  tbe  failure  of  tbe 
applicant  to  pay  the  flnal  fee  within  the  limit  prescribed  by  tbe  statute,  and  tbe 
public  would  be  tbereatter  Justified  In  regarding  his  fftllure  to  perfect  hia  ampli- 
cation as  an  abandonment  of  the  Invention.  Besides,  the  expression,  "bat  such 
second  application  uitiat  be  made  within  two  years"  etc.,  implies  that  no  other 
applicatloD  should  be  allowed. 
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The  first  of  these  reasons  involves  the  holding  that  the  forfeiting 
of  an  application  abandons  the  invention  to  the  public  and  would  bar 
the  filing  of  a  new  application  by  the  inventor.  The  Assistant  Attor- 
ney-General admitted  this  holding  to  be  an  error  and  withdrew  it 
in  his  second  opinion.  This  apparently  left  as  the  sole  reason  for 
his  opinion  that  second  renewals  cannot  be  made  under  the  statutes 
his  statement  that  the  use  in  the  statute  of  the  expression  "  such  sec- 
ond application  must  be  made  within  two  years  "  implies  that  no 
other  application  should  be  allowed;  but  at  best  this  is  a  mere  in- 
ference. Among  the  dictionary  definitions  of  second  are  "  another," 
"  other,"  "  next,"  "  identical  with  another  or  preceding  one."  It 
would  appear,  also,  from  the  history  of  the  provision  that  the  word 
"  second  "  was  intended  to  be  construed  broadly  as  a  synonym  of 
"  renewed,"  *'  secondary,"  or  "  next  "  rather  than  as  a  formal  limita- 
tion. It  is  believed  that  all  that  Congress  intended  by  the  sentence 
"  but  such  second  application  must  be  made  within  two  years  after  the 
allowance  of  the  original  application  "  was  to  limit  the  renewal  period 
to  the  term  of  two  years  after  the  allowance  of  the  original  applica- 
tion. This  was  the  same  term  provided  in  the  act  of  1839  (sec.  7) 
for  the  public-use  bar,  in  the  act  of  1861  (sec.  12)  for  abandonment 
of  the  application  through  failure  to  complete,  and  in  the  act  of  1870 
(sec.  32,  afterward  sec.  4894,  R.  S.)  for  abandonment  through  failure 
to  prosecute. 

From  a  practical  standpoint  there  are  many  reasons  why  the 
former  Office  practice  of  permitting  more  than  one  renewal  within 
the  two-year  period  had  much  to  commend  it.  While  favorable  to 
the  inventor  it  took  nothing  from  the  public.  Forfeiture  of  the 
application  does  not  give  the  invention  to  the  public.  The  inventor 
may  file  a  new  application  therefor,  but  often  a  patent  on  such  an 
application  would  be  barred  by  two  years  prior  public  use  or  by 
foreign  patenta  Inasmuch  as  the  renewal  term  is  limited  to  two 
years,  successive  renewals  will  not  delay  the  issue  of  the  patent.  If 
the  inventor  wishes  to  defer  the  issue  of  his  patent,  he  may  wait  until 
the  last  day  of  his  two  years  before  filing  his  first  renewal.  Should 
he^^new  more  than  once,  he  could  not  extend  the  two-year  period, 
while  the  Government  would  be  the  gainer  to  the  extent  of  the 
additional  renewal  fees. 

In  the  present  case  Lambert  might  have  waited  until  September 
13,  1908,  before  making  his  first  renewal,  but  instead  he  renewed  his 
application  on  March  14,  1907,  and  filed  his  present  request  for  a 
second  renewal  on  May  15,  1908,  months  before  the  end  of  the  two- 
year  period.  Following  the  ferfeiture  of  an  application  throu^ 
failure  to  pay  the  final  fee  within  the  six  months  after  allowance 
there  is  ft  period  of  eighteen  months  during  which  it  lies  dormant 
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Hnd  no  notice  can  be  taken  of  it  by  this  Office;  but  at  any  time  during 
this  period  it  in»y  be  renewed  and  an  interference  demiuided  with 
pending  applications  or  patents  that  may  have  isetwd  in  the  mean- 
time. The  sooner  and  the  oftener  a  forfeited  application  ia  renewed 
during  this  period  the  less  likelihood  is  there  that  patents  for  the 
same  invention  will  issue  without  an  interference  therewith. 

For  all  of  these  reasons  the  practice  is  restored  which  prevailed 
prior  to  1894  of  allowing  more  than  one  renewal  of  a  forfeited  appli- 
cation, provided  it  is  made  within  the  two  years  following  the  date 
of  allowance  of  the  original  application ;  but  this  change  in  practice 
ia  not  to  be  construed  as  in  any  way  retroactive. 

Lambert's  application  will  be  renewed  as  of  June  16, 1906,  the  date 
CD  which  the  present  petition  and  fee  were  filed. 

The  petition  it  granted  to  the  extent  indicated. 


Ex  PARTE  Brown  and  Sprink. 

APPLICATION  70B  PATENT. 

DeciieA  Jvlv  t9,  1908. 
13C  O.  O.,  18(0. 

AllBITDUENTEh-RULe  68. 

An  amendmeDt  touching  tbe  merits  of  the  case  will  not  be  admitted  aoder 
the  provisions  of  Rule  68  UDlesB  accompanied  by  a  verified  showing  of 
good  and  sufficient  reaaone  why  It  was  not  earlier  presented. 

On  Petttion. 

arraBaiBLt  clutch-pullet. 

Mr.  D.  P.  Wolhaupter  for  the  applicants. 

Moore,  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  from  the  action  of  the  Examiner  refusing  to 
enter  a  proposed  amendment  under  Rule  C>8  after  final  rejection. 

Petitioners  contend  that  the  amendment  presents  the  finally-re- 
jected claims  in  better  form  for  purposes  of  appeal.  The  Examiner, 
however,  states  that  no  objection  was  made  to  the  form  of  the  rejected 
claims  and  that  the  proposed  amendment  does  not  merely  vary  the 
form  of  the  claims.  He  states  that  it  was  refused  entry  because  it 
introduces  structural  limitations  and  points  out  wherein  the  changes 
occur.  Petitioners  do  not  deny  that  these  structural  changes  exist  in 
the  proposed  claims,  but  contend  that  they  put  the  case  in  better 
condition  for  appeal. 

The  entry  of  the  amendment  would  probably  require  the  reexam- 
ination and  reopening  of  the  case.    The  amendment  touching  the 
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merits  of  the  case  and  to  be  admiaeible  under  Rule  68  rei)iiires  r 
verified  lowing  of  good  and  sufficient  reasons  why  ii  was  not  earlier 
presented.  {Ex  parte  Landaing,  C.  D.,  1901,  129;  96  O.  G.,  20C3; 
ex  parte  Downing,  C.  D.,  1902,  817;  100  O.  G.,  21T6;  ex  parte  No- 
wtny,  C.  D.,  1901,  57;  108  O.  G.,  1327.)  Petitioners  have  made  no 
such  showing. 
The  petition  ia  detaed. 


Ex  PARTB  PhILUPS. 
ArPLICATION    FOE  PATENT. 

DQciiei  Augutt  14, 1908. 

13S  O.  a.,  1801. 

Claims — "  Asbestoi  ob  Its  EqcTTALEnr" — Altebhatite. 

The  ezpresBlon  "  asbeBtoii  or  Its  equlralrat "  oefiiiTlns  In  t  «talm  reeAen 
tbe  dalm  objectionable  as  being  alternative  in  fonu. 

On  Petition. 

ooMPoaiTioif  or  hatteb  attd  the  mctrod  of  hakihq  tsb  SAiob 
MeBtn.  Broton,  Darby  dk  Hopkins  for  the  applicant. 

BoxtNOB,  A^inff  Cotnmissioner: 

This  case  comee  up  on  a  petitiwi  that  the  Examiner  be  instructed 
to  forward  to  the  Examiners-in-Chief  the  appeal  on  the  question  of 
merits,  including  the  question  of  the  right  of  the  applicant  to  retain 
the  words  "  or  its  equivalent "  in  certain  of  the  claims,  or  that  he  be 
instructed  to  withdraw  his  objection  to  the  use  of  these  words. 

Applicant's  invention  is  a  composition  of  matter,  and  one  of  ita 
ccmstituents  is  stated  in  the  specification  to  be  asbestos  or  certain 
materials  named  as  equivalents  thereof.  In  certain  of  the  claims 
the  expression  "  asbestos  or  its  equivalent "  is  used.  The  Examiner 
<d>jected  to  the  use  of  the  term  **  or  its  equivalent "  and  also  rejected 
the  claims  as  being  anticipated  by  certain  references.  An  appeal  was 
taken  to  the  Examiners-in-Chief,  which  the  Examiner  refused  to 
forward,  on  the  ground  that  all  the  preliminary  matters  of  form 
had  not  been  settled,  as  required  by  Rule  184. 

This  action  of  the  Examiner  was  clearly  ri^t.  The  question  of 
the  use  of  the  words  which  were  objected  to  was  not  one  affecting 
tiifl  merits  of  the  daima,  and  therefore  not  one  to  be  dedded  by  the 
EzBminers-in-Cbief.  Such  being  the  case,  the  appeal  should  not  be 
forwarded  until  this  question  is  settled. 

The  objecticm  to  the  use  of  the  expression  "or  its  equivalent**  is 
believed  to  have  been  properly  made.    It  is  objectionable  to  use 
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terms  which  are  alternative  in  form,  and  where  possible  some  terms 
of  description  should  be  used  which  are  generic,  if  it  is  desired  to 
include  all  of  several  species.  {Ex  parte  Cook,  C.  D.,  1890,  81 ;  Rl 
O.  G.,  1620,  and  ex  parte  CaldweU  and  Barr,  C.  D.,  1906,  58;  120 
O.  G.,  2126.)  As  stated  in  ea  parte  Cook,  supra,  an  inventor  is 
always  entitled  to  equivaleote,  and  if  nothing  more  is  desired  than  the 
benefit  of  the  law  of  equivalents  the  expression  "  or  the  equivalent " 
is  mere  surplusage. 
The  petition  ia  denied. 


Case  Brothbbb  v.  E.  W.  Musfhet  &  Cohpant. 

tradx-hark  intbrference. 

Decided  Beptember  4, 1907. 

186  O.  C  22D. 

1.  Tbake-Mabkb— Pkiobht. 

Tba  evidence  revtewed  and  Eeld  to  establish  that  M.  ft  Co.  w»e  tbe 
first  to  adopt  and  use  the  word  "  Bureka  "  as  trade-mark  for  press-boarda 

2.  Saub — Qkadb-Mabk, 

Where  It  was  huposalble  from  the  natnre  of  the  goods  to  put  the  trade- 
mark thereon,  the  fact  that  the  mark  was  not  placed  on  the  cases  In  which 
the  goods  were  shipped  and  that  M.  &  Co.  sent  ont  a  drcular  deBcritring 
four  grades  of  press-boards,  of  which  "  Eureka  "  was  one.  Held  insiiffldsnt 
to  establish  that  this  mark  was  nsed  merely  to  Indicate  srade  or  qua1it7. 
8.  Saub— D^  OF  TBK  Mask  oh  SAMrLas  a  TaAOE-MASK  Uaa. 

H.  ft  Co.  placed  tbe  mark  "  Bureka  "  on  samples  of  press-boards  whtcb 
were  distributed  to  tbe  trade  and  which  were  Identical  with  the  boards 
furnished  to  cnBtomers  In  all  respects  except  as  to  size.  Held  that  this  was 
such  an  asaociation  of  tbe  mark  with  tbe  goods  as  to  confer  upon  H.  ft  Co. 
tbe  eiclaslTe  right  to  tbe  use  thereof. 

On  Appeal. 

TaAOE-H ABK  roa  pbesb-boaed. 

Mr.  Brainard  E.  Warner.  Jr.,  for  Case  Brothers. 

Mr.  Philip  0.  Peck  and  Meatrs.  G,  H.  <fi  W.  T.  Howard  for  E.  W. 
Murphey  &  Company. 
Moore,  OomnUtsioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  each  of  the  parties  from  a  decision  of  the 
Examiner  of  Interferences  holding  that  neither  party  is  entitled  to 
register  the  mark  "  Eureka"  for  press-boards. 

Both  parties  to  this  interference  proceeding  are  applicants.  Upon 
Uie  evidence  adduced  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  found  that  the 
mark  in  controversy  had  not  been  used  in  such  a  way  as  to  secure  to 
either  party  a  trade-mark  right,  but  that  it  had  been  used  merely  as  ft 
grade-mark. 
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The  questions  which  I  deem  it  necessary  to  consider  on  this  appeal 
are,  first,  which  of  the  parties  was  the  first  to  adopt  and  use  the  mark; 
second,  whether  thb  evidence  indicates  that  the  mark  was  used  as  a 
grade-mark;  third,  was  the  mark  affixed  to  the  commercial  article  in 
such  a  way  as  to  identify  the  same  and  associate  the  mark  therewith 
in  the  mind  of  the  user  as  an  indication  of  the  origin  thereof? 

1.  The  mark  in  controversy  is  applied  to  what  is  known  as  a  "  press- 
board,"  which  is  a  strong  paper-board  used  in  knitting-nulls  for  press- 
ing or  ironing  knit  goods,  the  process  of  ironing  being  carried  out 
by  placing  alternate  layers  of  press-board  and  knit  articles  in  a  hot 
or  cold  press  and  applying  pressure  thereto. 

Case  Brothers  are  manufacturers  of  such  a  board,  and  Mtirphey 
&  Company  are  engaged  in  selling  the  same  to  knitting-mills,  to-, 
gether  witii  other  niill  supplies. 

Prior  to  August,  1902,  Murphey  &  Company  were  furnishing  to 
their  customers  three  different  grades  of  press-board,  which  they 
denominated  "  New  Process,"  "  No.  1,"  and  "  No.  2,"  the  "  New  Proc- 
ess "  board  being  the  best  of  the  three  grades.  Complaint  was  made 
to  Murphey  &  Company  by  one  of  their  customers  that  their  press- 
boards  did  not  give  satisfaction  in  hot  pressing.  This  complaint 
was  made  known  to  Case  Brothers,  and  they  were  asked  if  they 
could  get  out  a  board  that  could  be  guaranteed,  to  which  Case  Broth- 
ers replied  that  they  would  furnish  a  board  that  they  would  guar- 
antee to  last  as  well  as  any  other  make  of  American  boards  which 
oould  be  found,  but  that  they  would  not  guarantee  it  for  any  specified 
time. 

Accordingly,  on  August  9, 1902,  Murphey  &  Company  entered  into 
a  contract  with  the  customer  making  the  complaint  guaranteeing  for 
one  year  Uie  board  which  should  be  furnished  them,  in  which  contract 
the  board  was  referred  to  as  "AA"  board.  It  appears  that  this  design 
nation  was  used  without  consultation  with  Murphey  &  Company  by 
one  J.  C.  Hardy,  a  salesman  for  Murphey  &  Company,  who  per- 
sonally came  in  contact  with  most  of  their  customers  and  who  trans- 
acted most  of  the  business  with  Case  Brothers  which  required 
personal  attention.  Mnrphey  &  Company,  having  decided  to  carry 
the  new  high-grade  press-boards  as  a  part  of  their  regular  tine,  felt 
that  a  new  name  should  be  adopted  therefor.  R.  C.  Payne,  a  member 
of  the  firm  of  Murphey  &  Company,  testified  that  the  mark  now  in 
controversy  was  suggested  by  one  J.  G.  Carpenter,  who  was  at  that 
time  their  bookkeeper,  and  who  died  before  the  testimony  in  this 
case  was  taken.  This  testimony  is  corroborated  by  Leary,  another  em- 
pldyee.  J.  C.  Hardy,  whose  interests  are  now  with  Case  Brothers, 
does  not  admit  the  occurrence  of  all  the  events  which  Payne  states 
took  place  in  bis  presence,  but  Hardy  does  testify  that  a  conversation 
60026— H.  Doc.  1840, 60-2 U 
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with  respect  to  the  selection  of  a  mark  took  place,  and  in  answer  to 
question  11  (C.  R.,  p.  £6)  he  states: 

Wbai  w«  bad  dlBcnned  tlilB  question  for  nnw  Itttle  Uma  w*  dooldad  ttiat 
tbew  names  shoald  be  Bhown  to  Mr.  Stanler  of  Case  Brotben  and  for  me  to 
Tlslt  tbem  and  auggeet  tbat  tha  name  "  Ehueka  "  woold  be  tbe  ona  we  wonld 
prefer  among  tbe  number,  and  aa  I  stated  In  m^  prevlons  testtmoor,  Mr. 
Stanly  spoke  about  the  word  "  Bnreba  "  as  being  applied  to  packing  and  soap 
and  did  not  know  that  anr  prees-boerdA  bore  that  name  and  that  he  thought 
under  those  drcumstancea  we  would  ad<q>t  tbe  name  "  Bareka." 

Mr.  Robert  N.  Stanley,  who  is  the  manager  for  Case  Brothers,  in 
reply  to  the  question  how  they  came  to  adopt  the  name  "  Eureka  " 
states  as  follows: 

To  the  beet  of  mj  recollection,  Ui.  Hardy  came  to  onr  olllce  hi  the  lata 
summer  or  early  In  September  and  talked  with  me  regarding  the  name  of  the 
board.  The  name  was  suggested  and  was  thou^t  to  be  a  good  name  fbr  tha 
board,  and  on  an  order  from  B.  W.  Marphey  *  Company  later  In  tha  mcmtb.  In 
making  their  first  order  for  this  board,  exclualra  of  tbe  nmpla  lot  referred 
to  before,  they  used  tbe  word  "  Eureka."    (C  R.,  p.  24.) 

None  of  the  witnesses  for  Case  Brothers  distinctly  claim  to  have 
suggested  the  mark,  nor  do  they  d«iy  that  it  was  first  snggeeted  by 
Murphey  &  Company,  in  view  of  which  and  of  the  tastimony  above 
referred  to  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  record  clearly  shows  that  the 
name  originated  with  Murphy  &  Company.  This  conclnsifm  is  con- 
firmed by  the  fact  that  there  is  record  evidence  showing  that  the  mark 
was  used  by  Murphey  &  Company  in  a  letter  to  one  of  their  customers, 
dated  August  28, 1902,  and  that  it  was  also  used  in  a  letter  from  this 
customer  to  Murphey  &  Company,  dated  August  80,  1902,  while 
Stanley  admits  that  at  this  early  date  no  name  had  yet  been  chosen. 
(C.  R.,  p.  26.)  My  conclusion  is  that  Murphqr  A  Company  were  the 
first  to  adopt  the  mark. 

As  to  the  use  of  the  mark  the  record  is  very  clear  that  Case 
Brothers  never  sold  their  press-boards  to  any  one  except  Murphey  A 
Company  under  the  name  "  Eureka,"  that  they  never  used  the  mark 
on  the  cases  in  which  they  packed  the  board  for  shipment  to  Morphey 
&  Company  or  to  others  upon  Murphey  &  Company's  order,  nor  did 
they  send  out  any  samples  of  the  board  to  the  trade  under  this 
name.  It  is  therefore  clear  that  outrade  of  the  use  of  the  mark  by 
Murphey  &  Company  they  made  no  use  of  the  mark  which  would  give 
them  a  property  right  therein.  Nor  can  Case  Brothers  claim  the 
benefit  of  any  use  of  the  mark  by  Murphey  &  Company,  since  it  is 
clear  from  the  record  that  the  latter  adopted  the  mark  for  thedr  own 
use,  that  many  of  their  customers  did  not  know  who  made  the  boards, 
and  looked  to  them  solely  as  the  party  responsible  for  the  quality 
thereof.  It  is  well  settled  that  one  may  acquire  an  exclusive  right  to 
a  mark  which  he  has  adopted  and  used  to  deeagnate  goods  of  his 
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selection,  althoti^  not  of  his  manufacture.  {Menendez  v.  Holt, 
C.  D.,  1889,  344;  46  O.  G.,  971;  128  U.  S-,  514.)  It  is  found,  there- 
fore, diat  Murpbey  A  Cconpany  were  the  first  to  adopt  and  use  the 
mark. 

2.  Does  the  evidence  show  that  the  mark  was  used  by  Murpbey  & 
Company  as  a  grade-mark  I  The.  record  indicates  that  about  eighty 
per  cent,  of  the  goods  sold  by  Murpbey  &  Company  were  sent  directly 
to  their  customers  from  Case  Brothers— the  manufacturers — in 
accordance  with  orders  from  the  former,  and  that  the  cases  in  which 
these  goods  were  shipped  were  not  marked  except  with  the  address 
of  the  consignee.  The  record  further  shows  that  when  press-boards 
were  shipped  directly  to  Murpbey  &  C(»npany  the  cases  containing 
theon  were  not  marked  with  the  trade-name,  but  by  an  order-number 
only,  and  that  upon  receipt  of  such  cases  an  employee  of  Murphey 
&  Company  would  compare  the  numbers  on  the  bills,  in  which  the 
character  of  the  goods  was  stated,  with  the  number  on  ^e  cases  and 
label  them  "  Eureka  "  or  "  New  Process,"  as  the  case  mig^t  be.  This 
marking  was  not  stendled,  but  was  put  on  with  a  pencil.  This  em- 
ployee admitted  on  Uie  stand  that  he  so  labeled  the  boxes  in  order 
to  determine  readily  the  contents  thereof.  The  record  also  shows  that 
in  the  fall  of  1902  Murphey  &  Company  sent  out  to  the  trade  a  cir- 
cular describing  their  four  grades  of  press-boards,  "  Eureka,"  "  New 
Process,"  "  No  1,"  and  "  No.  2,"  Upon  these  facts  the  Examiner  of 
lnt«rfeiences  held  that  the  evidence  indicated  that  the  mark  was  used 
as  a  grade-mark  and  not  as  a  trade-mark.  With  this  view  I  do  not 
agree.  The  word  "  Eureka  "  is  not  in  itself  indicative  or  suggestive 
of  grada  It  has  not  been  held  in  any  reported  case,  so  far  as  J 
know,  that  a  party  cannot  acquire  property  rights  in  different  marks 
for  the  same  class  of  goods,  and  it  is  well  known  that  a  large  number 
of  the  trade-marks  now  in  use  are  used  in  this  way.  For  example,  a 
manufacturer  who  puts  out  different  grades  of  cigars  ordinarily 
adopts  different  names  for  the  different  grades,  and  while  these  names 
mi^t  be  indicative  of  grade  to  the  manufacturer  himself,  they  would 
not  be  so  to  the  ccoiBumer,  who  generally  does-  not  know  the 
manufacturer,  but  who  associates  only  the  particular  name  wiUi  the 
particular  goods  to  which  it  is  affixed.  To  the  consumer,  then,  such 
a  name  is  indicative  of  origin  only.  Nor  does  the  fact  that  Murphey 
8c  Company  failed  to  mark  the  cases  in  which  they  sent  out  the  goods 
conclusively  show  that  they  regarded  the  mark  or  intended  to  use  it 
solely  as  a  grade-mark. 

While  the  failure  of  Murphey  &  Company  to  use  the  mark  in  the 
way  it  is  ordinarily  used  tends  to  indicate  that  they  were  not  using 
it  as  a  means  to  distinguish  the  origin  of  their  goods,  a  contrary  in- 
tention is  indicated  by  the  whole  record  of  the  case,  which  shows  that 
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the  "  Eureka  "  press-board  was  personally  brought  to  the  attention 
of  mill-owners  by  a  salesman  in  the  employ  of  Murphey  &  CcHiipany ; 
that  trade  was  solicited  by  means  of  samples  of  this  board  with  the 
mark  plainly  printed  thereon;  that  orders  were  received  and  filled 
therefor,  and  correspondence  had  with  respect  thereto.  So  far,  there- 
fore, as  the  failure  to  mark  the  packages  raises  any  presumption 
against  Murphey  &  Company's  intention  to  acquire  a  property  right 
in  the  mark,  as  distinguished  from  a  use  of  it  as  indicative  of  grade, 
it  is  overcome  by  other  evidence  in  the  case.  This  circumstance,  how- 
ever, has  another  important  bearing  on  the  case,  and  that  is,  having 
so  failed  to  place  the  mark  on  the  packages  in  which  they  sold  the 
goods  have  they  otherwise  so  associated  the  mark  with  the  goods  as 
to  indicate  to  the  users  the  origin  or  ownership  thereof  1  This  ques- 
tion will  now  be  considered. 

3.  The  usual  definition  of  a  trade-mark  includes  the  limitation  that 
it  must  be  "  affixed  "  to  the  goods.  The  limits  of  the  conditions 
which  will  satisfy  this  requirement  are  not  very  clearly  defined  in  the 
adjudicated  cases  which  I  have  been  able  to  find.  A  mark  is  very 
commonly  applied  or  affixed  to  the  goods  themselves,  as  by  printing, 
engraving,  or  embossing.  In  many  cases  it  is  impossible  or  incon- 
venient to  affix  the  mark  to  the  commercial  article  itself,  as  in  the  case 
of  liquids,  powder,  etc.,  and  in  these  cases  it  has  been  held  sufficient 
ordinarily  to  affix  the  mark  to  the  packages  in  which  the  goods  are 
sold.  It  has  also  been  held  in  a  decision  by  Mr.  Commisioner  Duell 
in  the  case  of  Hay  t&  Todd  Mfg.  Oo.  v.  Querns  Bros.  (C.  D.,  1899,  25; 
86  O.  G.,  1323)  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  attach  physically  the  label 
containing  the  mark  to  the  packages  of  goods,  but  that  it  is  sufficient 
to  place  the  label  bearing  the  mark  in  the  package  containing  the 
goods.  On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  held  that  a  mere  advertisement 
of  the  goods  associated  with  a  mark  is  not  such  a  use  of  the  mark  as 
will  create  a  trade-mark  right,  {St.  Louis  Piano  Mfg.  Go,  v,  Merkel,  1 
Mo.  App.,  305;  HaesUon  Boiler  Co.  v.  Tripod  Boiler  Co.,  142  HI., 
494;  IlnrUhom  v.  PhUbrick,  C.  D.,  1902,  427;  101  O.  G.,  2077,)  nor 
the  use  of  a  mark  in  ordering  goods  or  selling  them  to  customers. 
{Thompson  v.  Montgomery,  6  R.  P.  C,  404.)  In  the  case  at  bar  the 
mark  was  not  printed  or  impressed  upon  the  goods  sent  out  for  itse, 
for  this  would  have  rendered  them  unfit  for  the  object  intwded,  nor 
was  the  mark  placed  on  the  packages  or  on  a  label  placed  in  the  pack- 
ages; but  the  mark  was  plainly  printed  on  samples  of  the  press-board 
identical  in  all  respects  with  that  furnished  to  customers  except  as  to 
size.  These  samples  could  not  be  put  into  presses  and  used  in  the 
way  press-boards  are  ordinarily  used;  but  tiiey  could  be  ottierwise 
tested  as  to  color,  thickness,  quality,  etc,  so  that  persons  who  received 
them  could  determine  the  advisability  of  ordering  press-boards  of 
the  quality  exhibited,  and  when  so  ordered  and  the  orders  were  filled 
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could  determine  vhether  the  goods  furnished  Trere  of  the  quality  of 
the  sample.  Thus  purchasers  were  able  to  definitely  associate  the 
particular  mark  with  a  particular  class  and  quality  of  goods,  and 
this  is  believed  to  be  the  vital  requisite  to  the  establishment  of  a 
property  right  in  a  mark.  In  Powell's  case  (66  L.  J.  Ch.,  303) 
Bowen,  L.  J.,  said : 

Tbe  function  of  a  trade-mark  Is  to  glre  an  Indication  to  the  parchaaer  or 
poaalbie  pnrdiaser  as  to  tbe  manufacture  or  qnalit;  of  the  goods,  to  glre  an 
Indication  to  his  eye  of  the  trade  source  ftvm  which  the  goods  come,  or  tbe  trade 
hands  throngb  which  they  pass  on  their  way  to  the  market. 

By  placing  in  the  hands  of  the  public  samples  of  goods  with  the 
trade-mark  printed  thereon  it  is  bdieved  that  Murphey  &  Company 
have  so  associated  the  mark  with  the  goods  as  to  tell  the  public  from 
what  source  they  come  and  that  they  have  for  this  reason  exclusive 
ri^t  to  the  use  thereof.  Moreover,  the  record  shows  that  these 
press-boards  were  ordered  by  the  name  "  Eureka,"  that  they  were  so 
billed  to  customers,  and  that  correspondence  was  had  in  which  the 
word  "  Eureka  "  was  recognized  as  associated  with  a  particular  style 
or  quality  of  board.  Undoubtedly  the  customers  of  Murphey  &  Com- 
pany by  means  of  these  samples,  correspondence,  personal  solicita- 
tion, etc.,  had  come  to  associate  tbe  word  "  Eureka  "  with  a  particular 
quality  of  goods,  and  the  mark  has  thus  come  to  be  a  valuable  asset 
in  their  business. 

While  I  entertain  some  doubt  as  to  whether  the  use  in  this  case  has 
been  sufficient  under  the  law,  it  is  believed  that  this  doubt  should  be 
resolved  in  favor  of  the  applicant,  especially  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  record  appears  to  show  that  the  "  Eurelca  "  press-boards  have  in 
fact  acquired  a  reputation  iu  the  market  and  in  view  of  the  fact  that, 
in  any  event,  the  registration  of  the  mark  gives  only  additional  rights 
of  procedure  and  does  not  confer  a  right  of  property  therein. 

TAe  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  is  reversed,  and 
priori^  of  adoption  and  use  is  awarded  to  Murpheyt&  Company. 


Graves  v.  Odndeb. 

Decided  Augiut  tO,  1908. 

136  O.  Q.,  227. 

1.  TRiDE-MABKS — CAHCEtATIOM— USB    OF    MaRK    ON    OOODB    (W    Dm-EBEKT    D«- 

BCBimVE  Pbofebties. 

The  use  by  the  applicant  for  cancelation  of  a  murk  on  a  dyspepsia  remedy 

furnishes  no  ground  for  canceling  the  reglslrotlon  of  substantially  the  mme 

mark  for  tooth-powder,  ainee  these  articles  are  manifestly  of  different 

descriptive  properties. 
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2.  Same — Saue— Rbgistkattok  Uhder  the  "Tem-Teabs"  Ci^ttsb— Appuoakt'b 

Use  HUBSEQDBHt  TO  TBE  pABSAGE  OP  THE  TbaDE-UabK  ACT. 

Where  a  mark  was  regletered  under  the  "  ten-years  "  clause  of  the  Trade- 
Mark  Act,  tbe  use  ot  that  mark  b;  the  appltcaut  for  cancelation  after  the 
passage  of  that  act  Is  no  ground  for  canceling  the  registration. 
S.  Saus — Saub — Mabe  Used  Not  Saue  as  Mask  RBOisTEBED—UnESSEHTiAi. 
Fbatubeb. 
Tbe  mark  roistered  was  "  Graves  Tooth  Powder."    Bel4  that  ih>  ground 
for  canceling  said  mark  would  be  established  b;  showing  that  the  mark 
actually  used  was  "Dr.  E.  L.  Graves  Tooth  Powder."     {8tan4ar4  Vnier- 
ground  Cable  Co.,  C.  D„  lOOfl,  687 ;  123  O.  O.,  656 ;  27  App.  D.  C  320.) 
4.  Saue — Sake— Paios  RmiSTSATion  by  Saug  Party. 

The  fact  that  a  party  regiatered  tbe  words  "Dr.  B.  L.  Graves  Tootb 
Powder  "  and  "  Dr.  B.  L.  Graves  Unequalled  Tooth  Powder  "  does  not  cod- 
stltute  a  ground  for  canceling  his  registration  of  (he  words  "  Graves  Tooth 
Powder."  (Anbeuter-Bvtch  Brewing  Atsociathn  v.  D.  O.  YuengUng  et  oL, 
C.  D.,  1907.  232;  129  O.  G.,  3501.) 

Appeal  from  Examiner  of  Interferences. 

TBADE-UABK    FOB    TOOTH-POWDER. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Rosen  and  Mr.  W.  8.  Duvall  for  Graves. 

Messrs.  Mason,  Fenvtick  c6  Latorence  for  Gunder. 
BiLLiNoa,  Acting  Cornmissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Graves  from  a  decision  of  tJie  Examiner  of 
Interferences  dismissing  his  application  for  the  cancelation  of  the 
registration  of  a  trade-mark  for  tooth-powder. 

The  mark  in  question  consists  of  the  words  "Graves  Tooth  Pow- 
der "  and  was  registered  by  the  party  Gunder  on  February  12,  1907, 
registration  being  obtained  under  the  "ten-years"  clause  of  the 
Trade-Mark  Act. 

In  his  application  for  cancelation  Graves  alleges  that  at  the  time 
Gunder  applied  for  registration  and  a  long  time  prior  thereto  he  had 
been  engaged  in.f,Iie  manufacture  and  sale  of  tooth-powder  under  the 
name  of  "  W.  E.  Graves  Tooth  Powder."  He  further  alleges  that 
neither  Gunder  nor  his  predecessor  in  business  at  any  time  during  the 
ten  years  preceding  the  passage  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  used  the  name 
"  Graves "  alone  in  connection  with  tooth-powder,  but  always  used 
the  same  in  connection  with  the  initials  "  E.  L."  or  "  Dr.  E.  L.,"  the 
mark  appearing  as  "  Dr.  E.  L.  Graves  Tooth  Powder." 

Gunder  took  no  testimony.  Graves  took  the  testimony  of  himself 
and  one  other  witness,  Milton  Brown,  and  introduced  in  evidence 
certified  copies  of  certain  portions  of  the  testimony  of  Gunder  and 
Dr.  E.  L.  Graves  given  in  a  suit  brought  by  Gunder  against  W.  E, 
Graves  in  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Kansas 
involving  the  right  to  use  the  mark  here  Id  controversy. 

W.  E.  Graves  testifies  that  his  business  is  manufacturing  toilet 
goods  and  medicines.     He  states  that  for  sixteen  years  he  has  sold  a 
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"  dyspepsia  cure "  in  pnckagee  marked  "  Graves  Dyspepsia  Care/' 
He  also  states  that  be  has  since  April,  1906,  been  selling  tootb-povder 
in  cans  marked  "  W.  E.  Graves  Tooth  Powder,"  Since  tooth-powder 
and  "dyspepsia  cures  "  are  manifestly  goods  of  different  descriptive 
iwoperties  and  rince  W.  E.  Graves  did  not  commence  to  sell  tooth- 
powder  till  after  tbe  passage  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act,  it  follows  that 
there  is  nothing  in  this  testimony  to  show  that  Gunder  was  not  the 
sole  user  of  the  words  **  Graves  Tooth  Powder "  in  connection  with 
tooth-powder  during  the  ten  years  next  preceding  the  passage  of  that 
act. 

It  is  argued  that  the  testimony  of  Graves  and  the  exhibits  intro- 
duced in  evidence  show  that  Gunder  has  admitted  tbat  neither  he 
nor  his  predecessor  in  business,  E.  L.  Graves,  ever  used  the  words 
"Graves  Tooth  Powder"  alone,  but  that  all  tooth-powder  sold  by 
them  was  marked  "  Dr.  E.  L.  Graves  Tooth  Powder."  Objection 
was  made  to  the  introduction  of  this  testimony,  which  objection  was, 
except  as  to  certain  parts  of  Brown's  testimony,  overruled  by  tbe 
Examiner  of  Interferences.  The  question  of  the  admissibility  of 
this  testimony  has  been  raised  on  this  appeal ;  but  it  is  not  deemed 
necessary  to  consider  it,  for  tbe  reason  that  even  if  it  be  established 
that  Gunder  and  bis  predecessor  used  only  the  words  "Dr.  E.  L. 
Graves  Tootb  Powder "  that  would  not,  under  the  ruling  of  the 
court  of  appeals  in  tbe  case  of  the  Standard  Underground  Cable 
Company,  (C.  D.,  1906,  687;  123  O.  G.,  656;  27  App.  D.  C,  320,) 
constitute  a  ground  for  canceling  the  mark  "  Graves  Tooth  Powder." 
In  that  case  the  Court  said : 

Wben  AH  ai^Ucant  presenU  big  alibied  mark  for  reglstiy  nnder  tbe  act 
approved  February  20,  1905,  who  is  to  detennlne  of  wbat  tbe  mark  cooalatB? 
I(  aa  In  the  presoit  case,  tbe  mark  Is  Impresaed  upon  a  label,  and.  In  addi- 
tion to  tbe  matter  claimed  as  tbe  trade-matk  by  an  applicant,  certain  accea- 
Bories  are  shown,  la  tbe  power  vested  in  tbe  Commissioner  of  Patents  to  aay  to 
applicant  you  muat  describe  or  show  your  mark  not  only  as  consisting  of 
wbat  yon  say  It  la,  but  yoa  must  Include  sacb  portion  of  the  accessories,  or 
parts  of  tbe  label  as  I  tblnk  are  a  material  portion  of  the  mark,  altbouxh  you 
may  think  otherwise.  Tbe  power  Is  an  aotocrattc  one  and  Ita  posseealon  by  the 
Commissioner  of  Fataits  cannot  be  presumed  but  must,. we  think,  be  set  forth 
in  tbe  statute  with  reasonable  cleamesa.    *    *    • 

Nowhere  In  tbe  act  do  we  And  any  power  vested  In  the  Commlsslonet  of 
Patents  to  decide  for  the  applicant  tbe  scope  of  tbe  trade-mark.    •    •    * 

We  repeat  that  we  do  not  tbtnk  tbat  Congress  Intended  to  confer  upon  the 
Commissioner  of  Patents  authority  to  say  to  an  applicant  bow  much  or  bow 
little  of  the  embdtlabments  appearing  In  connection  with  wbat  may  be  called 
tbe  essential  feature  of  a  trade-mark,  form  an  actual  part  of  tbe  trade-mark. 
Bather  do  we  think  tbat  Uila  right  of  selection  and  designation  rests  with  tbe 
aiqjilcant.  No  cenerai  rule  can  possibly  be  applied,  and  where  this  Is  the  case 
It  la  unwise  to  attempt  to  ^erclse  a  power  not  expressly  vested  In  an  executive 
officer.  Tbe  prt^r  forum  for  the  decision  of  suA  questions  Is  the  courts, 
where  each  case  can  be  passed  upon  as  It  arises. 
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On  the  cartons  and  cans  which  wen  submitted  by  W.  E.  Graves  as 
showing  the  mark  used  by  the  r^straut  appear  Uie  words  *'  Dr.  E. 
Ii,  Graves  Unequalled  Tooth  Powder."  It  cannot  be  held,  however, 
that  the  initials  "  Dr.  E.  L."  and  the  word  "■  Unequalled  "  form  an 
essential  part  of  the  mark  which  should  have  been  included  in  the 
mark  registered.  As  the  registrant  was,  under  the  de<nsion  above 
cited,  entitled  to  register  his  mark  as  shown  in  the  drawings,  it 
follows  that  the  fact  that  he  used  this  with  other  words  does  not  con- 
stitute a  groimd  for  cancelation  of  the  mark. 

Attention  is  also  called  to  registration  Mos.  59,250  and  59,251,  is- 
sued to  Gunder.  The  marks  shown  in  these  registrations  are  "  Dr. 
E.  L.  Graves  Tooth  Powder  "  and  "  Dr.  E.  L,  Graves  Unequalled 
Tooth  Powder."  As  pointed  out  in  the  decision  in  the  case  of 
Anheuaer-B-usch  Brewing  Aaaociation  v.  D.  G.  Yxtengling  et  al., 
(C.  D.,  1907,  232;  129  O.  G.,  3501;)  these  registrations  did  not  con- 
stitute a  bar  to  the  registration  of  the  present  mark,  and  therefore 
they  offer  no  ^ound  for  the  cancelation  of  the  registration. 

2'he  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  is  affirmed. 


OuTCAui.T  V.  The  New  Yobk  Hkbau)  Company. 

CANCELATION    PBOCEEDINO. 

Dectded  AngAUt  1,  1908. 
13«  O.  O.,  43T. 

Tbade-Mabks — Cancelation — WmiDaAtTAi:  of  Applicatiok  Tbebefor. 

After  pleadings  have  been  filed,  proofs  taken,  and  the  case  read^  for 
Bna)  bearing  an  applicant  for  cancelation  will  not  be  permitted  to  with- 
draw tils  application  without  prejudice  to  his  right  to  flle  a  new  applica- 
tion. 

Appeal  on  Motion. 

tbaoe-klabk  fob  oomio  sections  of  niwspapxba. 

Messrs.  Mason,  Fenioick  d:  Latorence  for  Outcault. 

Mr.  William  A.  Megrath  for  The  New  York  Herald  Company. 

MooBE,  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  uutcault  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences  denying  his  motion  for  leave  to  withdraw  his  appli- 
cation for  cancelation  of  the  trade-mark  registration  of  The  New 
York  Herald  Company. 

On  February  6,  1906,  the  Patent  Office  issued  certificate  No. 
49,499  to  The  New  York  Herald  Company  for  the  registration  of  the 
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words  "  Boater  Brown  "  as  a  trade-mark  for  comic  sections  of  news- 
papers. On  February  16,  1906,  Outcault  filed  his  application  for 
cancelation  of  this  registration.  This  proceeding  has  been  pending 
for  over  two  years  and  has  been  vigorously  contested  at  every  step. 
After  pleadings  were  filed,  proofs  taken,  and  tha  case  ready  for  final 
hearing  Outcault  seeks  by  his  present  motion  to  terminate  the  pro- 
ceeding without  prejudice  to  his  right  to  file  a  new  application  for 
cancelation  of  said  registration. 

Appellant  contends  thai  the  United  States  courts  permit,  as  a 
matter  of  course,  such  voluntary  dismissal  by  the  complainant  at  any 
time  before  final  hearing  and  that  the  Examiner  of  Interferences 
was  in  error  in  not  following  such  practice,  especially  in  view  of  the 
provision  of  Kule  153  of  the  Hules  of  Practice  of  the  United  States 
Patent  Office  that— 

In  c(mteeted  cases  tbe  practice  on  points  to  wblcb  the  rules  shall  not  be 
applicable  wltl  conform,  as  near  as  possible,  to  that  of  the  United  States  courts 
In  eqnlty  proceedingB. 

Appellant's  contention  is  believed  to  be  erroneous.  It  does  not 
appear  to  be  the  general  practice  of  the  Federal  courts  to  permit  the 
complainant  to  dismiss  his  bill  without  prejudice  and  upon  the  pay- 
ment of  costs  when  the  case  is  ready  for  final  hearing.  Tie  right  of 
a  complainant  to  dismiss  his  bill  was  discussed  by  Judge  Taft,  while 
circuit  judge,  in  the  case  of  the  City  of  Detroit  v.  Detroit  City  Ry. 
Co.,  (55  F.  R.,  569.)     In  that  case  the  Court  said : 

Tbe  motion  to  dlsmlsa  preesits  a  Qaeetlon  of  equity  practice  which  Is  not  as 
clearly  settled  as  could  be  desired.  It  seems  hardly  fair  that  after  a  case  tuts 
been  got  ready  for  beartnt;  and  the  defendant  has  gone  to  the  expense  of  a  full 
preparation,  the  complainant  may  deprive  the  defendant  of  the  benefit  of  all 
that  preparation  by  a  dismissal,  imder  wblcb  be  reserves  full  power  to  harass 
blm  by  bringing  a  new  bill  when  he  shall  choose  to  do  so,  on  the  simple  condi- 
tion that  he  pay  tlie  costs,  which  are  so  notoriously  inadequate  to  compaisate 
defendant  for  bis  actual  expenditures. 

In  the  later  case  of  Georgia  Co.  v.  BUfinger,  (129  F.  K.,  131,) 
where  the  complainant  moved  to  dismiss  his  bill  under  circumstances 
somewhat  similar  to  those  of  the  present  case,  the  Court  said : 

This  motion  must  be  doiled.  It  Is  well  settled  by  authorities  that  a  com- 
plainant cannot  dismiss  his  bill  at  will  after  proofs  are  taten  and  the  case  Is 
set  for  final  bearing.  Such  motion  Is  an  address  to  the  sound  discretion  of  tbe 
court  but  will  not  be  granted  in  a  case  where  "such  proceedings  have  beea 
taken  as  entitle  the  defendant  to  s  decree."  {Chicago  Co.  y.  DnUm  BoUinff 
Um  Co.,  lOB  V.  8.,  702.) 

In  this  case  no  reason  Is  cited  wtiy  complainant  desires  to  dismlsa  its  bill, 
except  as  It  appears  from  tbe  proceedings  that  complainant  realizes  the  com- 
plete failure  to  make  out  a  caae  against  the  defendants.  *  *  *  If  this  suit 
here  should  now  be  merely  dismissed  by  an  order  on  request  of  complainant, 
tbe  same  Issue  will  be  required  to  be  litigated  In  the  other  case.  This  pro- 
cedure may  be  repeated  by  complainant  as  often  as  It  may  succeed  In  inducing 
the  courts  to  dismiss  Its  bills  before  Judgm^it,  and  without  prejudice  after  the 
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prooto  are  tak«D  and  tbe  caae  Bet  down  for  final  bearios.  Such  proceedtnK 
ironld  certainly  be  Texatlous  to  the  ntmoet,  and  work  Irreparable  Injuy  to 
defendants'  intereflte.  For  tbeae  reaannB,  complainant' a  motion  la  doiled,  and 
tbe  case  will  be  coneldered  and  decided  by  tbe  court  on  the  proofs,  and  a  lodg- 
ment entered  tbereln. 

Moreover,  in  cases  where  the  courts  countenance  dismissals  with- 
out prejudice  upon  the  payment  of  costs  it  is  on  the  theory  that  the 
defendant  is  compensated  by  the  costs.  The  Patent  Office,  however, 
has  no  authority  to  award  costs,  and  this  ia  another  reason  why  it 
should  not  countenance  such  practice. 

No  case  is  found  where  the  Patent  Office  has  granted  a  motion  of 
this  character,  and  no  such  case  has  been  cited  by  appellant.  Kule 
125,  relating  to  interference  between  applications  for  patents,  specific- 
ally states  that  when  an  interference  is  finally  declared  it  will  not 
be  determined  without  judgment  of  priority  unless  it  develops  that 
the  interference  should  never  have  been  declared,  and  it  is  accord- 
ingly dissolved.  The  trade-mark  rules  apparently  do  not  sanction 
the  granting  of  motions  of  the  character  under  consideration  any 
more  than  the  rules  relating  to  patent  applications,  for  Bule  55  of 
the  Trade-Mark  Rules  provides: 

The  proceedings,  on  oppositions,  and  on  applications  for  cancelation,  shall 
follow,  as  nearly  aa  practicable,  the  practice,  In  Interferences  between  appllca- 
tlwiB  for  patenta 

To  grant  appellant's  motion  and  permit  him  to  institute  a  new 
proceeding  would  not  only  work  a  hardship  upon  his  opponent,  but 
would  add  an  unnecessary  burden  upon  this  Office.  The  burdoi  of 
this  proceeding  is  indicated  to  some  extent  by  the  fact  that  this  is 
the  fourth  time  the  present  case  has  been  before  the  Commissioner 
on  interlocutory  appeal  or  petition  by  Outcault.  Outcault  desires 
the  benefit  of  additional  testimony.  His  time  for  taking  testimony 
was  extended  on  various  occasions,  and  it  would  appear  that  he  has 
had  ample  opportunity  in  the  present  case  and  without  resorting  to 
a  new  proceeding  to  make  a  satisfactory  showing  if  he  has  good 
reasons  to  offer  for  his  failure  to  take  the  testimony  within  the  time 
originally  assigned  or  the  several  extensions  thereof. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  t»  believed  to  indi- 
cate the  proper  practice  to  be  pursued  in  this  O^ce^  and  it  is  accord- 
inffly  af^rmed. 


Ex  PARTE  Mbalus. 

AMPLICATION  KIR  FATBNT. 

Decided  September  1.  1908. 
136  O.  O..  43S. 
Applic  AXIOM— Da  A  w  i  wo. 

Tbe  conclusion  of  the  chief  draftsman  aa  to  whether  or  not  drawings 
forming  a  part  of  the  application  for  patent  aball  be  accepted  will  not  be 
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dlBtarlMd  nnlew  tbere  le  soch  pftlpable  abase  of  diacretltMi  aa  bis  part  as 
would  wamnt  the  exercise  of  the  supervlsoir  authority  of  the  GommlBfilouer. 


HAT-LOADBX. 

Messrs.  Robinson,  Martin  <&  Janes  for  the  applicant. 

BiujNoa,  Acting  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  that  the  requirement  that  new  drawings  be  fur- 
nished be  withdrawn.    The  record  shows  that  the  chief  draftsman 
refused  to  accept  the  drawing  upon  Uie  ground  that  the  lines  were  ' 
rough  and  the  free-hand  surface-shading  objectionable. 

It  is  urged  by  the  petitioner  that  the  drawings  have  solid  lines 
which  adapt  them  to  be  successfully  reproduced  by  photographic' 
processes,  that  they  are  of  good  artistic  merit  and  sufficioitly  illus- 
trate the  invention,  and,  furthermore,  that  the  drawings  are  of  the 
nature  requiring  a  large  amount  of  free-hand  work  in  their  repro- 
duction, which  is  necessarily  more  or  less  imperfect. 

Roles  49  to  55  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  state  with  great  particu- 
larity the  character  of  drawing  which  ie  required  as  part  of  an  appli- 
cation for  patent.  As  stated  in  Rule  51,  three  editions  of  copies  of 
patent  drawings  are  printed  and  published  nhich  necessitate  great 
reductions  in  the  scale  of  the  drawing.  It  is  therefore  necessary  that 
drawings  which  are  to  form  a  part  of  an  application  be  of  a  uniform 
standard  of  excellence  and  that  strict  compliance  with  the  rules 
relating  to  drawings  be  required.  In  order  that  uniformity,  both 
in  the  character  of  the  drawings  and  their  artistic  merit,  may  be 
obtained,  all  drawings  are  submitted  to  the  chief  draftsman.  His 
conclusion  as  to  whether  or  not  the  drawings  should  be  accepted 
will  not  be  disturbed  unless  there  is  sudi  palpable  abuse  of  his  dis- 
cretion as  would  warrant  the  exercise  of  the  supervisory  authority 
of  the  Commissioner.  In  the  present  case  there  appears  to  be  no 
abuse  of  this  discretion.  On  the  contrary,  the  criticisms  of  the  chief 
draftsman  are  clearly  well  founded  and  must  be  insisted  upon. 

The  petition  is  denied. 


"Ex  PARTE  Meier. 

APFUGATION  lOR  PATENT. 

DecUed  JtUy  tt,  1908. 
136  O.  o.,  est. 
AppuoATioir — Date  or  Filiho. 

Where  by  reason  of  a  foreign  patent  It  was  necessary  that  the  applicant 
■le  hU  appllatlon  In  the  United  Statee  Patent  Office  not  later  than  March 
IS,  1008,  and  application  papers  were  deposited  In  the  maU  at  Paterson, 
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N.  J.,  on  Friday,  March  18,  1908,  at  Bve  o'clock,  but  did  not  rwA  tlie 
Patent  Office  until  Monday,  Marcb  18,  Hel4  that  the  Commissioner  Is  with- 
out authority  to  give  the  application  the  date  of  March  U,  1008,  as  re- 
guested. 


B  FOB  aEcuuno  taos  to  ■ibbors  ark  lacis. 
Mr.  John  W.  Steward  for  the  applicant 

Moore,  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  that  the  filing  date  of  the  above  application  be 
changed  from  March  16, 1908,  to  Mardi  14, 1906. 

It  appears  that  applicant  has  a  patent  granted  in  Switzerland  prior 
to  the  filing  of  his  United  States  application  on  an  application  filed 
March  15,  1907.  Consequently  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  file  his 
application  in  the  United  States  Patent  Office  not  later  than  March 
15,  1908,  in  tffder  that  his  foreign  patent  might  not  constitute  a  bar 
to  the  grant  of  a  patent  in  this  country  under  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 4887  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

The  application  papers  were  received  in  the  Patent  Office  by  mail 
on  the  morning  of  March  16,  1908.  The  Commissioner  is  clearly 
without  authority  to  extend  the  year  fixed  by  the  statute  to  cover  an 
application  filed  March  16,  1908,  or  s  year  and  a  day  after  the  filing 
date  of  the  foreign  application. 

Applicant's  attorney  has  filed  an  affidavit  to  the  effect  that  he  re- 
ceived the  application  papers,  properly  executed,  at  his  office  in  Pater- 
son,  N.  J.,  in  the  forenoon  of  Friday,  March  13,  1908,  and  that  he 
inclosed  said  papers  in  an  envelop  addressed  to  the  "  Hon.  Commis- 
sioner of  Patents,  Washington,  X).  C,"  and  deposited  it  in  the  United 
States  mail  before  5.30  o'clock  of  the  same  day,  and  that  the  papers 
^ould  have  reached  the  Patent  Office  on  March  14, 1908. 

These  papers,  however,  were  not  received  in  the  Patent  Office  until 
the  morning  mail  of  March  16.  Unfortunately  for  apphcant  March 
15  was  Sunday,  and  if  the  papers  reached  the  post-office  in  Washing- 
ton on  Sunday  or  on  Saturday  too  late  for  the  12.30  p.  m.  delivery 
they  would  not  reach  the  Patent  Office  until  Monday  morning,  for 
the  reasons  stated  in  Uie  Commissioner's  decision  ex  parte  Dempeey 
(ante,  39;  132  O.  G.,  1072)  and  the  decision  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  eai  parte  Cannon  (0.  D.,  1901,  263;  94  O.  G.,  2165.) 

It  was  held  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  the  cases  of  Dempaey 
(post,  301;  132  O.  G.,  1074)  and  Cannon,  supra,  that  the  postal 
authorities  are  not  the  agents  of  the  Government  for  the  collection 
of  Patent  Office  fees.    For  similar  reasons  applicati(»i  papers  in  the 
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custody  of  the  postal  auth(»-ities  cansot  be  held  to  be  on  file  in  the 
Patent  Office. 

Applicants  and  attoraeys  should  take  nota  of  the  fact  that  the  last 
regular  mail  delivery  at  the  Patent  Office  is  at  about  nooo  each  day, 
and  it  would  seem  to  be  an  act  of  prudence,  where  the  matter  is  of 
vital  importance,  as  in  the  present  case,  and  it  is  doubtful  whether 
the  papers  will  reach  the  Patent  Office  in  time  by  the  regular  mail, 
to  employ  some  other  agency  or  at  least  to  affix  a  special-delivery 
stamp  to  the  envelop. 

For  the  reasons  stated  above  and  in  the  similar  case  of  ex  parte 
RavelU  {G.  P.,  1907^  S60;  ISO  O.  G.,  98e)  the  petition  must  be  denied.. 


Ex   PARTE   BeCHSTEIN. 
APPLICATION    FOB   REOISTBATION   OF  TRADE-HABK. 

Decided  Auffuat  SS,  1908, 
186  O.  G.,  «B7. 

TBAOC-MABKB — ^APPLtCATIOIt — DSCLAKATtON. 

Tbe  requirements  of  tbe  sworn  declaratloa  preocrlbed  by  Role  32  of  tbe 
Trade-Marlc  Rules  for  marks  eougbt  to  be  registered  under  the  ten-years 
proTlao  of  section  5  of  tbe  act  of  190S  must  be  compiled  with.  The  filing 
of  a  certified  copy  of  registration  In  a  foreign  country  for  a  stated  period 
does  not  constitute  evidence  of  exclnstve  nse  of  tbe  mark  for  ten  yenrs 
next  preceding  F^mary  20,  1905,  and  la  not  the  equivalent  of  the  sworn 
statement  of  tbe  eppllcaut  as  to  ezcluslTe  use  during  tliat  period. 

Om  Petttiom. 

tbade-uabk  fob  piarorobteb. 

Messrs.  Frothingham  <fe  Wentworth  for  the  applicant. 

BnxiNOS,  Acting  Commissumer: 

This  is  a  petition  that  the  Examiner  be  directed  to  waive  the  re- 
quirement of  the  formal  declaration  prescribed  by  Rule  82  of  the 
Trade-Mark  Bules  relating  to  "  ten-year  "  marks. 

The  trade-mark  sought  to  be  registered  is  admittedly  the  name  of 
an  individual,  and  therefore  not  registrable  as  a  technical  trade-mark. 
Instead,  however,  of  filing  a  declaration  averring  that  the  trade-mark 
has  been  in  actual  and  exclusive  use  by  the  applicant  for  ten  years 
next  preceding  the  passage  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  1905  the  appli- 
cant has  relied  upon  the  certified  copy  of  his  certificate  of  registra- 
tion in  Great  Britain  showing  that  "  The  user  claimed  for  the  said 
trade-mark  is  since  thirteen  years  prior  to  August  13th,  1875,"  and 
it  is  contended  that  this  certificate  shotUd  be  accepted  as  having  the 


210  DECISIONB  OF  THE  COHMISSIONEB  CPF  PATENTS. 

same  effect  as  the  sworn  declaration  of  the  individual  of  ezdnsive 
use  of  the  trade-mark  for  that  period.  The  ten-years  proviso  of  sec- 
tion 5  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  is  as  follows: 

That  nothing  herein  shall  prevoit  the  regiatratlim  of  any  mark  need  by  the 
applicant  or  bla  predecenors,  or  by  those  from  whiMn  title  to  tbe  mark  ts 
derived.  In  commerce  with  foreign  nations  or  among  the  several  Statea,  or 
with  Indian  tribes  which  waa  In  actual  and  exclusive  use  as  a  trade-mark  of 
tbe  applicant  or  his  predecesBora  from  whom  be  derived  title  for  ten  yeara  next 
preceding  tbe  paasage  of  this  act 

Rule  32  of  the  Trade-Ma.rk  Rules  reads  as  follows: 

82.  Where  application  la  made  under  section  B  of  tbe  act  of  F^mary  20, 
1905,  on  tbe  ground  that  the  mark  baa  been  in  actual  and  exclusive  nae  as  a 
trade-mark  b;  tbe  applicant,  or  bis  predeceaeore  from  whom  be  derived  title, 
for  ten  yeara  next  preceding  the  pasaage  of  eald  act,  tbe  applicant  shall.  In 
addition  to  tbe  requirements  of  section  2  of  aald  act,  make  oath  to  such  actnal 
use  of  the  mark  as  a  trade-mark  by  himself,  or  his  predeceeaors.  or  by  tboae 
from  wbnm  title  to  tbe  same  Is  derived,  for  tbe  period  q)eciaed,  and  that,  to 
the  best  of  his  knowledge  and  belief,  such  use  has  been  excluslva 

This  rule  prescribes  the  manner  in  which  tlie  apptic&nt  shall  estab- 
liE^  a  prima  facie  right  to  registration  of  a  non-technical  mark.  It 
is  based  upon  the  provisions  of  the  statute  above  quoted,  and  no 
reason  appears  why  its  requirements  should  be  departed  from.  While 
in  force  this  rule  must  be  observed. 

The  certificate  of  registration  in  a  foreign  country  claiming  user 
of  a  mark  for  a  stated  period  does  not  constitute  evidence  of  exclu- 
sive use  of  the  mark  for  ten  years  next  preceding  the  passage  of  the 
act  of  February  20,  1905,  which  is  a  prerequisite  to  the  registration 
of  a  non-technical  mark  under  the  ten-years  proviso  of  that  act.  It 
does  not,  therefore,  have  the  same  effect  as  the  sworn  declaration  of 
the  applicant  that  the  trade-mark  has  been  in  actual  and  exclusive 
use  for  ten  years  next  preceding  the  passage  of  the  act  of  February 
20,  1905. 

The  petition  is  denied. 

SMrrH  V.  FoLET  v.  Anderson  v.  SMrrH. 
Decided  November  1,  1907, 

FATEHT  INT^VEBIIICE. 

136  O.  G.,  847. 

1.  IiiTcamEKOi — RioBT  TO  Hake  Gi-aiiis — Rclk  ISO. 

Where  a  party  to  an  Interference  doex  not  bring  a  motion  to  dlMcrtve 
on  the  ground  that  bis  opponents  have  no  right  to  make  tbe  claims  and  no 
showing  Is  made  why  such  a  motion  was  not  brought,  he  Is  not  entitled 
to  urge  the  question  nnder  the  provlsltm  of  Rule  130;  but  tbe  fact  that  such 
a  motion  was  not  brought  does  not  prevent  the  trlbonals  of  the  Office  from 
GODBtaierlng  tbe  question  of  their  own  motion,  when  It  appears  that  one  or 
more  of  tbe  parties  have  no  right  to  make  certain  of  the  claims. 


DBCniIOHS  07  THB  COHUIfiSIONBB  OF  PATBNIB.  211 

a.  Sahk— TnmioiTT. 

Where  a  wltneam  tesU^lng  as  to  dlsdoaure  of  tbe  InventlcHi,  admits  that 
be  Is  testifying  solely  from  memory  as  to  a  diKloeure  alleged  to  have  bevi 
made  many  years  previously  and  that  he  cauiot  recall  the  details  of  the 
Inveotloa  nor  remember  any  disclosure  except  this  ooe,  though  many  were 
ealled  to  hla  attentl(»i  aboat  the  same  tlme^  bis  testimony  is  Inanfflclent 
to  eetablUi  that  Mieb  dlaclosuie  was  made. 

Affeal  from  EzamiDers-iu-Chief. 

ELKVATOB  aATBTT  DmOS. 

Mesart.  Brown,  Darby  <£  Hopkins  and  Mr.  C.  M.  Niaaen  for  R.  G. 
Smith. 

Mestrs.  Duncan  <&  Duncan  for  Fol^.  {Mr.  Alan  M.  Johnaon  of 
counsel.) 

Messrs.  Duncan  <&  Duncan  for  Anderson.  {Mr.  Alan  M.  Johnson 
of  coimseL) 

Messrs.  Qriffn  <fi  Bemhard  for  E.  A.  Smith. 

HooRE,  Commissumer : 

This  case  oomes  before  me  on  appeals  by  R.  C.  Smith,  Anderson, 
and  E.  A.  Smith  from  a  decision  of  the  Examiners-in-Chief  reversing 
the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  and  awarding  priority 
of  invention  to  Foley  as  to  counts  1,  2,  3,  and  5  to  17,  inclusive.  The 
issue  included  seventeen  counts,  of  which  the  following  set  forth  the 
invention  sufficiently  for  the  purpose  of  this  decision : 

1.  An  elevator-car,  a  clamping  device  therefor,  and  a  differential  screw  hav- 
ing ■  high-pitch  thread  and  a  low-pitch  thread  tor  actuating  the  clamping 

2.  An  elevator-car,  a  clamping  device  therefor,  a  high-pitch  acrew  and  a  low- 
pitch  screw,  mid  screws  arranged  to  actuate  the  clamping  device. 

B.  In  a  safetT  device  for  elevators,  tbe  combination  of  a  car.  gnldes  over  which 
tbe  car  Is  adapted  to  mn,  a  clamping  device  on  the  car,  a  high-pitch  acrew 
arranged  to  move  the  clamping  device  against  the  guides,  a  low-pltcb  screw 
arranged  to  tighten  the  clamping  device  on  tbe  guides,  and  means  for  actuating 
tbe  screws  by  the  motion  of  the  car. 

17.  In  an  elevator  safety  device,  the  combination  of  a  car,  gnldes  ttaerefor, 
damplDg  devices  adapted  to  engage  the  guides,  right  and  left  hand  acrews  ar- 
ranged to  move  the  clamping  devices  quickly  against  the  guldeo,  rl^t  and 
left  hand  screws  of  low  pitch  arranged  to  tighten  the  clamping  devices  on  the 
guides,  and  means  for  actuating  the  screws  by  the  movement  of  tbe  car. 

The  Examiner  of  Interference  awarded  priority  to  Foley  as  to 
count  4,  holding  that  E.  A.  Smith  was  not  the  original  inventor  of 
the  invention  set  forth  in  that  count,  but  derived  his  knowledge 
thereof  from  Foley,  and  that,  as  between  Foley  and  R.  C.  SmilJi 
and  Anderson,  Foley  was  the  prior  inventor.  He  awarded  priority 
of  invention  as  to  the  remaining  counts  to  E.  A.  Smith  on  the  ground 
that  neither  R.  C.  Smith,  Foley,  nor  Anderson  disclosed  a  structure 
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on  which  claims  cfHresponding  to  Uiese  connts  could  be  based.  The 
Examiners-in-Chief  considered  count  4  to  be  unpatentable  in  view 
of  the  state  of  the  art  and  made  a  recommendation  to  that  effect.  The 
case  was  remanded  to  the  Primary  Examiner,  and  no  appeal  having 
been  taken  from  his  decision  rejecting  the  claim  correqwnding  to 
this  count  the  same  became  final,  and  this  count  is  not  before  me 
for  consideration.  The  Examiners-in-Chief  reversed  the  dedsion  of 
the  Examiner  of  Interferences  as  to  the  ri^t  of  R.  C.  Smith,  Foley, 
and  Anderson  to  make  claims  corresponding  to  the  remaining  couute, 
but  affirmed  his  decision  as  to  the  question  of  priority  and  originality 
and  rendered  a  decision  in  favor  of  Foley. 

The  subject-matter  of  the  interference  is  a  safety  device  for  eleva- 
tors, and  while  the  devices  of  the  respective  parties  are  different,  each 
is  designed  to  overcome  certain  defects  alleged  to  exist  in  what  was 
known  as  the  "  EUithorpe  safety."  In  this  device  thu«  are  mounted 
on  the  car  clamping-jaws  in  position  to  grasp  the  guide-rails  at 
either  side  of  the  elevator-shaft.  These  jaws  are  located  on  the  outer 
ends  of  levers  pivoted  intermediate  their  length  and  provided  on  their 
inner  ends  with  means  adapted  to  engage  actuating-cams.  These  cams 
are  capable  of  movement  in  and  out  between  said  inner  end  of  thelev^^ 
and  by  this  movement  swinging  the  levers  to  bring  the  jaws  into 
engagement  with  the  guide-rails.  In  order  to  effect  this  movement 
of  the  cams,  they  are  mounted  on  the  outer  ends  of  shafts  which  are 
thi-eaded  on  their  inner  ends.  These  threads,  which  are  of  reverse 
kind  for  the  opposite  sides  of  the  car,  work  in  corresponding  threads 
in  opposite  sides  of  a  drum  capable  of  being  turned  by  the  govemor* 
rope.  This  rope  is  attached  to  the  drum  and  after  a  number  of  turns 
around  it  passes  to  the  top  of  the  shaft,  over  a  pulley  geared  to  th« 
governor,  and  then  to  the  bottom  of  the  shaft,  around  another  pul> 
ley,  and  back  to  the  car.  This  rope  normally  travels  as  the  car  does, 
and  so  the  drum  on  the  car  is  stationary;  but  if  the  car  attains  too 
high  a  velocity  the  governor  acts  to  grasp  the  rope,  holding  it  sta- 
tionary and  thus  unwinding  it  from  the  drum.  This  causes  the  drum 
to  rotate,  moves  the  screw-shaft  and  its  attached  cams  lon^tudinally, 
and  imparts  movement  to  the  jaws  which  grasp  the  rail,  thereby  stop- 
ping the  movement  of  the  car. 

The  invention  of  each  of  the  parties  to  the  interference  is  designed 
to  move  the  jaws  quickly  until  they  come  into  contact  with  the  rails 
and  then  move  them  more  slowly,  but  more  powerfully,  to  forct'  them 
tightly  against  the  rails,  and  thus  bring  the  car  to  a  stop. 

Taking  up,  first,  the  question  of  the  right  to  make  the  '*laims,  it 
would  appear  that  none  of  the  devices  includes  a  "  differential  scraw," 
according  to  the  technical  definition  of  that  term.  E.  A.  Smith,  how- 
ever, in  his  specification  defines  what  he  means  by  the  expression  '^  dif- 
ferential screw,"  and  the  term  seems  to  be  loosely  used  to  mean  any 
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combination  of  two  screws  of  different  pitch,  as  appears  from  the 
patent  to  Pridmore,  Na  658,683,  which  is  in  evidenoe  as  "  E.  A. 
Smith's  Exhibit  No.  9,"  and  iraai  the  patent  to  Pratt,  No.  853,738, 
the  application  for  which  was  originally  involved  in  this  int«rfereoce. 

E.  A.  Smith  did  not  bring  a  motion  to  dissolve  the  interference  on 
the  ground  that  the  other  parties  had  no  right  to  make  the  claims,  and 
OS  no  showing  was  made  whj  such  motion  was  not  brought  he  is  not 
entitled  to  urge  this  question  under  the  provisions  of  Gule  130.  The 
fact  that  no  such  motion  has  beoi  made  does  not  prevent  the  tribunals 
of  the  Office  from  considering  the  question  of  their  own  motion  ''.Then 
it  cleartj  appears  that  one  or  more  of  the  parties  have  no  right  to 
make  the  claims  corresponding  to  some  or  all  of  the  counts  of  the 
issue.  Where,  however,  no  such  motion  was  made  and  the  parties 
have  during  the  whole  procedure  of  the  case  acquiesced  in  the  position 
taken  b;  tiie  Primary  Examiner  in  dedaring  the  interference,  a  dc- 
cisioD  should  be  rendered  that  certain  of  the  parties  are  not  entitled 
to  make  the  claims  only  in  a  clear  case  where  there  can  be  no  doubt  on 
the  question.  No  such  case  exists  hera  R.  C.  Smith,  Foley,  and  An- 
derson each  shows  a  spiral  cam  which,  as  stated  by  the  Examiners- 
in-Chief,  is,  in  effect,  a  mutilated  screw-thread. 

As  will  hereinafter  appear,  each  of  the  parties  E.  A.  Smith,  Foley, 
and  Anderson  haa  shown  that  he  was  in  possession  of  the  invention 
as  early  as  February  1, 1905.  As  R.  C.  Smith  does  not  claim  to  have 
conceived  the  invention  until  February  4,  1905,  and  as  he  alleges 
reduction  to  practice  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the  applications  of  the 
other  parties,  he  can  under  no  circumstances  prev^,  and  the  testi- 
mony offered  on  his  behalf  need  not  be  considraed. 

Neither  E.  A.  Smith,  Foley,  nor  Anderson  claims  to  have  actually 
reduced  the  invention  to  practice.  Anderson  alleges  conception  in 
December,  1903;  but  as  Foley,  as  will  appear  later,  has  established 
conception  prior  to  that  date  and  as  their  applications  were  filed  on 
the  same  day,  of  these  two  Foley  must  prevail. 

As  between  the  remaining  parties,  E.  A.  Smith  and  Foley,  the 
question  of  originality  has  been  raised,  each  alleging  that  he  disclosed 
the  invention  to  the  other.  At  the  time  of  these  alleged  disclosures 
Foley  was  an  inspector  of  elevators  of  the  building  department  of 
New  York  city  and  E.  A.  Smith  was  an  engineer  representing  the  Otis 
Elevator  Company  at  tests  made  by  the  building  department  of  eleva- 
tors installed  by  this  company. 

Foley  states  that  he  met  Smith  at  two  such  tests,  one  on  January 
6, 1905,  at  the  Times  Building,  and  the  other  on  January  24, 1905,  at 
a  building  on  the  comer  of  Eighty-first  street  and  Columbus  avenue; 
that  at  the  first  of  these  tests  a  discussion  arose  as  to  a  new  regulation 
which  had  been  promulgated  by  the  building  department  requiring 
flW»28— H.  Doc.  1M9,  flO-8 19 
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that  all  safeties  should  be  arranged  so  as  to  bring  the  clamping-jawa 
in  contact  with  the  rail  within  a.  travel  of  the  car  of  a  foot  and 
a  half  after  the  governor-rope  had  been  stopped  and  to  stop  the  car 
within  a  further  travel  of  eight  feet.  During  this  discussion  Foley 
says  he  told  Smith  that  he  had  a  device  which  would  comply  with  the 
regulation  and  made  sketches  showing  how  it  could  be  done,  tising 
a  high-pitch  screw  and  s  low-pitch  screw,  and  how  the  damping- 
jaws  could  be  worked  by  s  hand-lever  in  the  elevator-car.  At  the 
second  test  on  January  24,  1905,  Smith,  according  to  Foley's  story, 
asked  him  about  the  device  and  said  that  he  did  not  imderstand  how 
the  change  wa£  to  be  made  from  the  high-pitch  to  the  low-pitch 
screw,  and  he  (Foley)  explained  it  to  him,  making  a  rough  sketch 
of  the  device. 

Smith  admits  meeting  Foley  at  the  two  tests,  but  denies  that  any 
disclosure  was  made  to  him,  and  alleges  that  at  the  tests  of  January 
24,  1905,  when  the  question  of  the  new  regulation  came  up,  he  told 
Foley  that  he  had  a  device  which  would  comply  with  the  regulations 
and  explained  to  him  what  this  device  was. 

As  there  is  no  direct  corroboration  of  either  of  these  stories,  it  will 
be  necessary  to  consider  the  testimony  offered  to  show  that  the 
parties  were  in  possession  of  the  invention  prior  to  the  time  of  their 
alleged  disclosures  and  the  conduct  of  the  parties  and  the  surrounding 
circumstances. 

Foley  claims  to  have  first  devised  a  means  for  moving  the  clamp 
of  an  elevator  safety  at  two  speeds  in  1888,  to  have  made  a  drawing 
at  that  time,  and  to  have  made  various  drawings  showing  different 
forms  of  the  device  subsequently  to  that  time.  He  has  placed  in 
evidence  six  drawings,  which  are  designated  "  May  1888  Drawing," 
"  July  1893  Drawing,"  "  November  1895  Drawing,"  "  March  14, 1899, 
Drawing,"  "  February  1903  Drawings,"  and  "  Working  Drawings, 
Sheets  1,  2,  3,  4,  and  5."  The  Examiner  of  Interferences  has  fully 
discussed  the  testimony  of  Foley  and  the  witnesses  to  whom  these 
drawings  were  shown  and  by  whom  they  were  signed,  and  it  is  not 
deemed  necessary  to  repeat  that  discussion  here.  It  is  sufficient  to 
say  that  the  testimony  clearly  shows  that  Foley  was  in  possession 
of  the  invention  in  issue  as  early  as  1896.  The  hand-operated  feature 
which  appears  in  his  application  is  first  shown  in  the  1903  drawing. 
It  is  also  shown  in  the  working  drawings,  which  are  alleged  to  have 
been  made  in  1904.  As  to  these  dates  there  is  no  sufficient  corroborat- 
ing evidence.  It  is  stipulated,  however,  that  the  working  drawings 
were  taken  to  Munn  &  Co.  by  Foley  on  January  27,  1905,  and  his 
application  prepared  therefrom. 

£.  A.  Smith  claims  to  have  conceived  the  invention  in  issue  in  1897 
and  to  have  disclosed  it  at  that  time  to  Lindstrom  and  Mason,  super* 
intendent  and  chief  draftsman,  re^ectively,  of  the  A.  B.  See  Eleva- 


DECKIONS  OF  THE  C0MMI8BI0NER  OF  PATENTS.  215 

tor  Company,  by  whom  he  was  employed,  to  hare  made  a  sketch  of 
the  inTeDtion  in  1902,  and  to  have  &t  that  time  ^plained  the  inven- 
tion to  Miss  ConstAnce  Wack  and  to  Frank  Zittel,  and  to  have  made 
another  sketch  on  January  27,  1905,  which  he  used  in  explaining  on 
that  day  the  invention  to  Marshall,  his  attorney,  by  whom  his  applica- 
tion was  prepared. 

Of  the  two  persons  to  whom  Smith  claims  to  have  disclosed  his 
invention  in  1897,  only  Mason  is  called  as  a  witness.  He  testifies  that 
in  1897,  which  date  he  fixes  by  reference  to  the  time  when  he  and  E. 
A.  Smith  were  employed  by  the  A.  B.  See  Elevator  Company,  the 
latter  explained  to  him  how  he  would  use  a  high-pitch  and  a  tow- 
pitch  screw  to  move  the  jaws  of  an  Ellithorpe  safety,  first  quickly 
and  then  more  slowly,  but  more  powerfully.  Mason  admits  however, 
that  he  is  testifying  solely  from  memory  as  to  a  disclosure  alleged 
to  have  been  made  to  him  nine  years  previously.  His  account  of  what 
Smith  disclosed  to  him  is  given  in  very  general  terms,  for  he  states 
that  he  cannot  recall  the  details  of  the  invention.  He  also  admits 
that,  although  many  improvements  in  elevator-safeties  were  called  to 
his  attention  while  he  was  employed  by  the  A.  B.  See  Elevator  Com- 
,  pany,  the  only  one  that  he  can  remember  is  this  one  of  E.  A.  Smith. 
In  view  of  these  admisEdons  his  testimony  is  clearly  insufficient  to  cor- 
roborate Smith's  claim  that  he  was  in  possession  of  the  invention  at 
'  this  time. 

Smith  has  introduced  in  evidence  the  sketch  alleged  to  have  been 
made  in  1902.  It  bears  the  signatures  "  Edward  A.  Smith  "  and 
"  Frank  Zittel "  and  is  dated  September  29,  1902.  The  sketch  is 
badly  mutilated,  a  considerable  portion  of  it  having  been  torn  away. 
The  showing  of  ibe  remaining  part  is  only  diagrammatic  and  utterly 
insufficient  by  itself  to  form  a  discloeure  of  the  invention,  though 
E.  A.  Smith  points  out  the  portion  thereof  which  was  intended  to 
show  two  screws.  The  condition  of  the  sketch  renders  it  suspicious, 
and  Smith's  explanation  that  it  was  torn  because  some  grease  fell  on 
it  while  he  was  comparing  it  with  an  Otis  safety  on  an  elevator-car 
is  far  from  convincing,  both  because  it  is  not  apparent  why  Smith, 
who  was  thoroughly  familiar  with  the  construction  of  the  Otis  safety, 
should  have  wanted  to  compare  the  sketch  with  an  actual  safety  and 
because  the  spots  on  the  remaining  parts  appear  to  have  been  made 
by  graphite  or  some  other  very  heavy  lubricant,  and  there  is  no  indi- 
cation of  any  tendency  of  this  to  spread.  The  testimony  of  Zittel, 
who  signed  the  sketch,  is  not  sufficient  to  corroborate  Smith.  Zittel 
admits  that  he  cannot  read  mechanical  drawings  and  the  sketch  is 
useful  to  him  only  in  recalling  the  verbal  disclosure  made  to  him  by 
Smith.  He  is  therefore  testifying  solely  from  memory  as  to  the  dis- 
closure four  years  after  it  is  allied  to  have  been  made  and  after  he 
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had  frequently  discussed  the  matter  with  Smith.  His  statement, 
moreover,  of  what  Smith  disclosed  to  him  does  not  include  all  the  de- 
tails of  the  device. 

Marshall  fully  corroborates  Smith  as  to  the  disclosure  made  to  him 
on  January  27,  1905,  and  this  is  tJie  earliest  date  of  possession  of  the 
invention  that  can  be  awarded  to  Smith. 

While,  as  pointed  out  above,  there  is  no  direct  testimony  corrobo- 
rating the  testimony  of  either  Foley  or  Smith  as  to  his  alleged  dis- 
closure to  thfi  other,  there  are  several  circumstances  which  tend  to 
corroborate  Foley's  testimony. 

In  the  first  place  E.  A.  Smith's  testimony  is  discredited  not  only  by 
reason  of  the  1902  sketch  and  his  explanation  with  respect  thereto,  but 
by  reason  of  two  other  exhibits.  The  first  of  these  is  Smith's  note- 
book, in  which  appear  two  entries  with  respect  to  the  present  contro- 
versy. The  first  entry  relates  to  Smith's  alleged  disclosure  to  Foley 
OD  January  24,  190d,  and  the  second  to  the  date  when  Smith  says 
Foley  told  him  that  he  had  applied  for  patent  These  entries,  which 
are  the  only  ones  relating  to  the  controversy  or  to  Smith's  alleged 
invention  that  appear  in  the  book,  are  not  placed  where  they  would 
have  been  if  they  had  been  made  on  the  dates  in  question.  They 
appear  neither  in  the  space  allotted  to  the  days  on  which  they  are 
alleged  to  have  occurred,  nor  directly  below  such  space,  where  tJiey 
naturally  would  be  if  the  space  was  filled  by  other  matter,  but  are 
entered  one  in  a  space  left  blank  by  Sunday  and  the  other  on  the 
margin. 

The  other  exhibit  is  a  printed  copy  of  the  regulation  above  referred 
to,  which  bears  in  Smith's  handwriting  the  following  entry: 

January  26,  tDOo. 
let  informfltlon  received  from  Hr.  Bojban  as  to  tbe  exact  ojieratlon  of  the 


Smith  testifies  positively  that  the  entry  was  made  on  the  dat» 
which  it  bears.  In  rebuttal  Foley  called  certain  of  the  officials  of  the 
building  department  and  several  of  the  employees  of  the  Brown 
Company,  by  whom  the  regulation  was  printed,  and  their  testimony 
shows  that  it  was  impossible  for  Smith  to  have  obtained  a  printed 
copy  of  the  regulation  earlier  than  February  21,  1905. 

Boyhan,  who  was  chief  elevator-inspector,  testifies  that  Foley  dis- 
closed the  invention  in  issue  to  him  in  the  latter  part  of  December, 
1904,  or  early  part  of  January,  1905,  and  that  the  day  after  the  test 
at  the  Times  Building  on  January  6,  1905,  Foley  told  him  that  he 
(Foley)  had  explained  the  invention  to  E.  A,  Smith  and  that  he  told 
Foley  he  thou^t  he  was  making  a  mistake  in  disclosing  his  invention 
to  outsiders. 
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The  conduct  of  Foley  and  E.  A.  Smith  was  in  marked  contrast 
Foley  made  no  special  haste  in  filing  his  application  after  t^e  promul- 
gation of  the  building  department  order.  Three  days  after  Smith's 
alleged  disclosure  to  him  he  took  to  his  attorney  several  sheets  of 
vell-worked-out  drawings.  He  told  Smith  of  the  fact  that  he  filed 
his  application  and  informed  him  of  the  progress  of  the  prosecution 
thereof. 

E.  A.  Smith,  on  the  other  hand,  three  days  aft«r  his  second  inter- 
view with  Foley  went  to  Marshal]  with  a  crude  sketdi  and  after  a 
hasty  interview  instructed  him  to  file  an  application  as  soon  as  pos- 
sible, since  he  believed  that  Foley  intended  to  steal  his  invention. 
The  only  reason  he  could  give  for  that  belief  was  that  when  he  told 
Foley  of  his  invention  the  latter  seemed  surprised  and  opened  his 
eyes  very  wide.  Smith  said  nothing  to  Foley  about  having  filed  an 
application,  and  it  was  not  until  the  interference  was  declared  that 
Foley  learned  that  this  application  had  been  filed.  Foley  states  that 
the  first  time  he  met  Smith  after  receiving  the  notice  of  the  inter- 
ference was  at  a  test  at  the  store  of  Stern  Brothers,  and  that  he  then 
told  Smith  in  exceedingly  plain  language  what  he  thought  of  him. 
Miller,  the  engineer  at  Stem  Brothers,  states  that  Foley  and  Smith 
had  a  heated  interview  on  the  day  of  the  test,  and  while  he  was  not 
near  enough  to  them  to  hear  what  was  said  Foley  told  him  about 
half  an  hour  afterward  that  the  loud  conversation  was  due  to  the 
fact  that  Smith  "  had  infringed  on  the  elevator  apparatus  which  he 
had  invented." 

In  view  of  the  testimony  and  the  surrounding  circumstances  of 
the  case  and  the  conduct  of  the  parties  it  is  held  that  as  to  the  com- 
mon subject-matter  of  the  two  cases  E.  A.  Smith  was  not  an  original 
inventor,  but  derived  his  knowledge  thereof  from  Foley, 

Tlie  decision  of  the  Examiner8-in-Chief  awarding  priority  of  in- 
vention to  P.  F.  Foley-  is  affirmed. 


In  re  Miami  Cycle  &  Mro.  Compant. 
Decidea  Jvlv  f,  t90S. 
136  O.  O.,  1067. 
<m8  TO  Pebdino  Appucatiok — Showing  oy  Ihtebest. 

Access  will  not  be  granted  to  a  pending  application  referred  to  In  a 
patent  parportlos  to  be  o  division  of  such  application  merely  upon  an 
affldavit  by  an  attorDey  tbat  suit  bas  been  brought  on  such  patent  against 
one  of  petitioner's  customers,  tbat  petitioner  Is  deslrons  of  defending  Hiith 
BDlt,  and  tbat  access  to  tbe  prior  application  Is  deemed  necessary  in  order 
that  a  proper  defense  may  be  made.  Tbe  practice  requires  that  access  to 
pending  applications  will  be  refused  except  to  parties  showing  proper 
Interest  therein,  and  the  mere  allegatiou  of  an  attorney  that  the  company 
for  which  he  is  counsel  desires  to  defeud  a  suit  bronght  on  a  patent  divided 
out  of  such  application  Is  not  a  sufficient  showing  of  Interest. 
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Messrs.  Brock,  Beeken  <&  Smith  for  Miami  Cycle  4  Mfg.  Company, 
Mr.  T.  Hart  Anderson  and  Mr.  MetvUte  Church  for  Townsend. 

MooBB,  Commissioner:  , 

.   This  is  a  petition  for  access  to  appUcatioa  No.  693,117,  filed  by 

H.  P.  Townsend. 

The  ground  upon  which  this  petition  is  based  is  that  Patent  No. 
850,077,  which  was  granted  to  Townsend,  purports  to  be  a  division 
of  application  No.  693,117;  that  suit  has  been  brought  by  the  owners 
of  the  Townsend  patent  against  the  Andrus  and  Naedele  Company, 
who  are  customers  of  the  Miami  Cycle  &  Mfg.  Company;  that  the 
latter  company  is  desirous  of  defending  the  suit,  and  that  it  is 
essential  in  order  that  a  proper  defense  may  be  made  that  access  may 
be  had  to  the  parent  application. 

In  the  decision  in  re  Dyer,  (C.  D.,  1903,  365;  106  O.  G.,  1508,) 
where  a  similar  petition  was  filed,  it  was  held  that — 

Since  the  patent  refers  to  the  earlier  application,  and  thereby  eecurea  h>  tbe 
patentee  the  benefit  of  Its  date,  it  la  clear  that  the  patentee  la  not  oititled  to 
demand  that  the  aiiplication  be  concealed  from  any  peraons  having  a  real  Interest 
In  tbe  record  leading  to  the  grant  of  the  patent.  Tbe  application  Is  a  part  of  the 
record  on  which  the  patent  was  granted  and  la  public  property  In  the  sense 
that  It  may  be  seen  by  any  one  having  good  reasons  for  Inspecting  It.  Not- 
withstanding the  rights  of  the  public  in  this  matter,  however,  It  la  beliered 
that  tbe  Inventor  may  have  some  equitable  rigbtB  which  should  be  safeguarded 
in  so  far  as  possible.  The  earlier  application  jnay  and  probably  does  dtscime 
other  Inventions  besides  that  included  In  the  patent,  and  those  inventions 
should  not  be  made  public  property  or  be  disclosed  to  a  stranger  to  tbe  record 
except  where  necessary. 

In  the  decision  in  re  The  Bullock  Electric  Mfg.  Company  (C.  D., 
1907,  207;  129  O.  G.,  1611)  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  a  suit  had 
been  threatened  against  the  petitioner  on  a  i^rtain  patent  did  not 
entitle  him  to  be  furnished  with  a  copy  of  a  prior  application  referred 
to  in  the  prosecution  of  that  patent.  In  the  present  case  no  allega- 
tion is  made  that  the  Miami  Cycle  &  Mfg.  Company  has  actually 
undertaken  the  defense  of  the  suit  against  its  customer,  and  the  mere 
allegation  of  the  attorney  that  the  company  for  which  he  is  the 
counsel  is  desirous  of  defending  this  suit  is  not  believed  to  be  a 
sufficient  showing  of  interest  on  the  part  of  that  company  to  justify 
granting  them  access  to  the  parent  application. 

It  is  urged  by  the  attorney  of  petitioner  that  the  fact  that  the 
patentee  in  his  patent  states  that  the  application  upon  which  it  was 
granted  is  a  division  of  an  earlier  application  makes  that  earlier 
application  a  part  of  the  record  of  the  patent  and  that  as  such  any 


,Cooglc 


DBOIBIOHB  OP  THE  COMMISSIOHEB  07  PATENTS.  219 

perscm  should  be  entitled  to  a  copy  of  the  same.  As  stated  in  the 
case  oi  Dyer,  above  cited,  the  earlier  application  probably  discloses 
other  inventions  besides  that  included  in  the  patent,  and  while  a  party 
is  entitled  to  aee  the  whole  record  upon  whidi  the  patent  issued,  if  it 
is  neoessary  to  preserve  his  rights,  he  is  not  entitled  to  see  it  if  he 
presents  no  good  reasons  therefor.  The  mere  allegation  that  a  party 
is  in  some  way  or  other  interested  in  the  patent  and  in  determining 
whether  the  application  on  which  the  patent  was  granted  was,  in 
fact,  a  division  of  an  earlier  application  ia  not  believed  to  be  a 
sufficient  showing  of  interest  to  justify  granting  him  access  to  such 
earlier  application. 
The  petition  i»  denied. 


COHBINOTON  V.  TUBNEK. 

Decided  A»ffuit  7,  1B08. 
186  O.  a.,  1067. 

1.  ImnsnxEHO— AumwHKERT  or  Invention — Rdlb  126. 

A  declaration  of  abandonment  accompanied  by  a  statement  that  an>llcant 
abandons  certain  counta  becanae  ther  are  either  limited  or  anticipated  oi 
are  not  applicable  to  tbe  etructure  will  not  be  accepted  under  Rule  125. 

2.  BAita — Sajo — Stbikiho  raoti  Files. 

A  declaratltm  of  abandonment  accompanied  bj  reasons  for  llllng  tbe  aame 
will  not  be  made  the  baslB  for  Judgment  under  Bule  126,  but  It  abonld  not 
be  stricken  from  tbe  flies. 

AiTBAi^  from  Examiner  of  Interferences. 

FLUm-PREBBCBE   BKA.Ka, 

Mr.  Murray  Corrington  pro  se. 
Mr.  Edward  A.  Wright  for  Turner. 

BnxiNos,  Acting  Conwnisaionen 

This  case  is  before  me  upon  appeals  by  both  parties  from  decisions 
of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences.  Turner  appeals  from  the  decision 
of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  dismissing  his  declaration  of  aban- 
donment and  ordering  it  removed  from  the  interference  files.  Said 
declaration  of  abandonment  states: 

In  tbe  matter  of  the  Interfer^ce  above  noted,  nnder  tbe  provisions  of  Bule 
12S,  I  hereby  abandon  tbe  Invention  set  fortb  In  counts  1,  2,  8,  4,  S,  S,  and  9  of 
the  Issne  of  this  loterferemce  for  the  following  reasons : 

This  statement  is  followed  by  four  paragraphs,  in  each  of  which 
Turner  alleges  that  certain  counts  are  either  limited  and  anticipated 
or  are  not  applicable  to  his  structure. 
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Corrington,  the  junior  party,  to<A  his  testimony.  Turner  took  no 
testimony,  but  upon  the  day  his  time  for  taking  testimony  expired 
he  filed  the  above  declaration  of  abandonment. 

Turner's  abandonment  does  not  appear  to  be  conditional  or  contain 
limitations  stating  that  it  is  to  be  taken  otherwise  than  absolute,  and 
it  does  not,  therefore,  come  within  the  class  condemned  for  this  reason 
by  the  Commissioner  in  Gabrielton  v.  Felbel,  (C.  D.,  1906,  108;  121 
O.  G.,  691.) 

It  is  believed,  however,  to  be  objectionable  in  form.  A  statement 
of  the  reasons  why  the  claims  are  abandoned  is  uncalled  for  and  can 
serve  no  purpose  other  than  to  cast  a  cloud  upon  the  patent  that  may 
issue  to  the  opponent.  If  such  a  paper  is  held  to  be  a  proper  dec- 
laration of  abandonment  upon  which  to  base  an  award  of  priority 
under  Rule  125,  it  mi^t  appear  to  a  prospective  purchaser  of  the 
invention  or  to  one  unfamiliar  with  such  matters  that  the  Patent 
Office  in  giving  effect  to  tbe  abandonment  indorsed  the  reasons  upon 
which  it  is  alleged  to  be  based.  If  a  party  wishes  to  avail  himself  of 
the  privilege  of  terminating  the  interference  by  a  declaration  of  aban- 
donment of  the  invention,  it  is  believed  to  be  in  the  interest  of  good 
practice  to  require  him  to  file  a  declaration  of  abandonment  free  from 
the  above  objections.  For  this  reason  the  Examiner  of  Interferences 
properly  held  that  Turner's  declaration  in  its  present  form  should 
not  be  made  the  basis  of  an  action  in  the  interference.  It  is  not  con* 
sidered,  however,  that  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  was  warranted 
in  ordering  the  physical  removal  of  the  paper  from  the  interference 
files. 

Corrington  urges  consideration  of  so  much  of  his  appeal  as  relates 
to  suspension  of  proceedings  and  permission  to  take  additional  testi- 
mony as  to  counts  6  and  7  only  in  case  the  decision  of  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences  refusing  to  base  judgment  on  Turner's  dedaration 
of  abandonment  should  be  reversed.  In  view  of  the  above  holding 
these  matters  do  not  call  for  consideration.  It  may  be  stated,  how- 
ever, that  no  good  reason  appears  for  granting  Corrington's  request 
for  pOTmission  to  take  additional  testimony.  Considering  Corring- 
ton's request  for  sufficient  time  to  permit  him  to  print  and  file  his 
testimony  forty  days  before  the  final  hearing,  (Rule  162,)  it  appears 
from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  that  he  will  post- 
pone the  final  hearing  if  it  should  be  necessary,  and  at  the  hearing 
Turner's  counsel  stated  that  he  would  consent  to  a  reasonable  ex- 
tension of  time. 

The  decisions  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  are  affinned  to  the 
extent  indicated. 
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Cabe  V.  Qnisx. 

1SADE-HARK   INTESrXRIiNCH. 

Decided  Julv  19,  190S. 

186  O.  a.,  1681. 

TB4N>-Uabkb — Cadoelatioii — Sbotioh  IS  op  thb  Tkade-Habk  Acn. 

The  ConunlBsloner  bas  no  autbority  to  cancel  a  certificate  of  restetratlon 
of  a  trade-mark  except  In  accordance  wltb  tbe  proTislous  of  section  13  of 
the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  Febrnary  20,  190C. 

PBirnoNroR  Cancelation. 

TBADE-UABK   TOK   WHEAT-rU)m. 

Mewra.  McGowan,  Serven  db  Mokun  for  Case. 
Messrs.  Paul  <&  Patd  for  Quirk. 

Moore,  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  b;  Clarence  O.  Case  for  the  cancelation  of  certifi- 
cate of  registration  No.  32,504,  granted  to  James  Quirk  May  26, 1906, 
covering  a  trade-mark  for  wheat-fiour,  comprising  the  word  "  Evan- 
geline." 

The  application  of  James  Quirk  was  filed  January  30,  1908.  An 
application  for  registration  claiming  the  same  mark  for  the  same 
goods  was  filed  by  petitioner  on  February  17,  1908.  Although  both 
cases  were  pending  at  the  same  time,  a  certificate  was  granted  to 
Quirk  without  an  interference  having  been  first  declared,  evidently 
through  an  oversigfat  by  the  Office.  On  June  16, 1908,  an  interference 
was  declared  between  the  application  and  the  registration,  times  for 
taking  testimony  have  been  set,  and  final  hearing  has  been  fixed  for 
January  4,  1909. 

Petitioner  sets  forth  that  immediately  after  registration  was 
granted  the  owners  of  the  registered  mark  began  to  send  out  threaten- 
ing letters  to  the  trade,  and  particularly  to  the  customers  in  whom 
petitioner  is  interested,  notifying  them  of  the  registration  and  warn- 
ing them  against  the  use  of  the  brand  "  Evangeline,"  wherefore  peti- 
tioner has  suffered  and  is  suffering  great  damage.  The  allegation 
that  such  letters  have  been  sent  to  the  trade  has  not  been  denied. 

Petitioner  urges  diat  inasmuch  as  this  mark  was  registered  through 
mistake  operating  to  his  injury  the  Office  should  correct  such  mistake 
by  canceling  the  registration.  Section  13  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of 
February  20,  1905,  provides  that  the  Commissioner  may  cancel  a 
re^stered  mark,  but  specifies  certain  procedure  to  be  followed.    Peti- 
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doner  recognizes  the  fact  that  the  relief  prayed  for  cannot  be  granted 
under  this  section  of  the  statute  upon  the  present  petition,  as  he  has 
not  complied  with  its  provisions,  but  urges  that  under  section  26  of 
the  act — 

the  Commissioner  of  Fateota  Is  authorized  to  make  rolea  aod  reguIatlODB  not 
iDCODBlstent  with  law.  for  tbe  conduct  of  proceedings  In  reference  to  the  regis- 
tration of  trade-marks  provided  for  by  this  act — 

and  that  under  this  power  to  make  rules  and  regulations  he  has  power 
to  order  a  cancelation  of  a  registered  mark;  but  this  section  of  the 
statute  is  limited  to  the  making  of  rules  and  regulations  with  refer- 
ence to  the  "  registeration  "  of  trade-marks.  The  cancelation  of  a 
registered  mark  certainly  cannot  be  considered  an  act  in  reference 
to  the  registration  of  a  mark,  but  is  an  act  in  reference  to  a  mark 
which  has  already  been  registered.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the 
terms  of  the  statute  indicate  clearly  not  only  that  the  Commissioner's 
power  is  limited  to  rules  relating  to  procedure,  but  that  it  is  limited 
to  questions  arising  before  the  grant  of  a  certificate  of  registration, 
and  not  to  any  question  arising  in  connection  with  a  mark  that  has 
been  registered  in  accordance  with  the  law. 
The  petition  is  denied. 


Ex  FABTE  TaUAFERBO. 

Deoktei  Beptemher  £8,  1908. 
136  O.  G.,  1031. 

1.  ABaniiTHKiiT  01  Licansc — Hesebvation — Lickhse. 

An  Instrument  purporting  to  convey  "  an  undivided  one-aixUi  of  aii  rlglit, 
title  and  Interest"  In  an  Invention,  but  reserving  to  ttie  assignor  the  able 
right  to  manufacture  and  sell  the  Invention  and  providing  that  the  assignee 
"shall  not  so  manufacture  and  sell"  eicept  by  asslgaor's  consent,  coaveys 
nothing  more  than  a  right  to  use  the  invention.  It  la  a  mere  license  and 
not  on  assignment  and  is  not  such  an  Interest  as  would  warrant  the  Issu- 
ance of  the  patent  to  the  grantee,  notwithstanding  the  request  in  such 
Instrument  that  the  patent  so  issue. 

2.  Patent  Shodu>  Not  Issui  to  a  Mese  Licensee. 

The  Patoit  Office  should  not  issue  a  patent  to  an  alleged  assignee  where 
the  inventor  has  reserved  to  hltnaelf  the  exclusive  right  to  make  or  nse 
or  sell  the  Invention  covered  by  bis  application  or  any  combination  ta  tbvae 
elements  which  limits  the  interests  of  the  all««ed  assignee  to  an  interest 
In  the  Invention  less  tlian  that  defined  as  an  aastgoment  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  In  the  decision  Waterman  v.  McKcrtxie,  (C.  D, 
1891,  320;  54  O,  O.,  1662;  138  U.  8.,  2^2,)  which  defined  an  assignment  to 
be  either  (1)  the  whole  patent,  comprising  the  exclusive,  right  to  mahe^ 
use,  and  vend  the  Invention  throughout  the  United  States,  or  <2)  an  nndl- 
Tided  part  or  share  of  that  exclusive  right,  or  <S)  the  exclosive  right  undra- 
the  patent  wlthhi  and  througbont  a  speclfled  part  of  the  United  States. 
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BL&GKina-UAOHnra. 
Mestrg.  Munn  <&  Co,  for  the  applicant. 

MooKE,  Commissumer: 

This  case  comes  before  me  on  reference  b;  the  Chief  of  the  Assign- 
ment Division  for  instructions  whether  to  issue  a  patent  jointly  to 
the  applicant  and  his  alleged  assignee  or  to  the  applicant  alone. 

There  is  upon  the  assignment  records  of  this  Office  an  assignment 
by  Taliaferro  purporting  to  convey  to  Harry  Spinglar — 
aD  imdlTlded  one-s<ztb  of  all  right,  title  and  intereet  in  satd  iDventlon  and  any 
ImprovemeDts  thereafter  made  by  him  thereon,  for  the  United  States,  Letters 
Patent  to  IsBoe  In  accordance  herewith.  The  parties  hereto  agree  that  Talia- 
ferro shall  have  sole  right  to  manufacture  and  sell  said  Inrentloa  and  said 
Improvements,  aa  an  article  of  merchandise ;  that  Spinglar  shall  not  so  manu- 
facture and  sell  except  b;  Taliaferro's  written  consent,  and  that  Spinglar  shall 
bave  right  to  sell  the  whole  or  any  part  of  his  Interest  without  Taliaferro's 


The  Chief  of  the  Assignment  Division  is  of  the  opinion  that  this 
alleged  assignment  comprises  nothing  more  than  a  license  and  does 
not  convey  such  interest  in  the  invention  as  to  warrant  the  issuance 
of  the  patent  to  Taliaferro  and  Spinglar  in  the  manner  requested  in 
said  assignment.  He  is,  however,  of  the  opinion  that  he  is  controlled 
by  the  decision  in  ex  parte  Rowand  (C.  D.,  1905,  63 ;  114  O.  G.,  2091) 
to  advise  the  issuance  of  the  patent  in  the  manner  requested. 
Section  4895,  Revised  Statutes,  provides  in  part  that — 
Fateuta  may  be  granted  and  Issued  or  reissued  to  the  assignee  of  the  Invoitor 
or  dlscoyerer;  bnt  the  assignment  must  drst  be  Altered  of  record  In  the  Pat^it 


upon  compliance  with  certain  stated  conditions.  In  the  case  of  Wa- 
terman V.  McKemie  et  al.  (C.  D.,  1891,  320;  54  O.  G.,  1562;  138 
n.  S.,  252)  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  defined  the 
extent  of  interest  required  to  be  conveyed  by  an  assignment  in  the 
following  language : 

The  patentee  or  his  assigns  may,  by  Instrument  In  writing,  assign,  grant, 
and  convey  either  <1)  the  whole  patent,  comprising  the  exclusive  right  to  make, 
use,  and  vend  the  invention  throughout  the  United  States;  or  (2)  su  undivided 
part  or  share  of  that  exclusive  right;  or  (3)  the  exclusive  right  under  the 
IMtent  within  and  throughout  a  epeclBed  part  of  the  United  States.  {Id.,  sec. 
4898.)  A  transfer  of  either  of  these  three  kinds  of  Interests  Is  an  aRBlgnnieut, 
properly  speaking,  and  vests  In  the  assignee  a  title  In  so  mach  of  the  pHtent 
Itself,  with  a  right  to  sue  infringers— In  the  second  case,  Jointly  with  the 
assignor;  In  the  first  and  third  cases,  in  the  name  of  the  assignee  alone.  Any 
asalgmnent  or  transfer,  short  of  one  of  these,  la  a  mere  license,  giving  the 
licensee  no  title  in  the  patent  and  no  right  to  sue  at  law  In  his  own  imnie  fur 
an  Infringement.  (Id.,  sec.  4919;  Qayler  v.  Wilder,  10  How.,  477,  491,  495; 
Uoore  V.  Marth,  7  WalL,  615.)  ,  -  I 
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It  is  obvious  that  the  instruin«it  above  quot«d,  which  not  only 
reserves  to  Taliaferro  the  "sole  right  to  manufacture  and  sell  the 
invention,"  but  expressly  provides  that — 


conveys  nothing  more  than  the  right  to  use  the  invention.  It  does 
not  vest  in  the  alleged  assignee  any  (me  of  the  three  kinda  of  interest 
which  are  essential  to  an  assignment  as  defined  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  in  the  decision  above  quoted  and  does  not  tiiere- 
fore  constitute  such  an  interest  as  would  warrant  the  issuance  of  the 
patent  in  accordance  with  the  request  contained  in  such  instrument. 

In  the  case  of  ex  parte  Rowand  it  appears  that  the  reservation  c<»n- 
prised  merely  the  privilege  of  the  assignor  to  make,  use,  and  sell 
the  device  described  in  the  application  for  patent  or  in  the  patent 
issued  thereon  for  a  particular  stated  purpose  and  did  not  reaerre 
the  esclusive  right  to  make,  use,  or  sell  the  invention.  The  preeent 
case  differs  from  ea  parte  Rowand  in  that  Taliaferro  has  reserved 
the  exclusive  right  to  make  and  sell  the  invention.  The  circumstances 
of  this  case  are  more  nearly  analogous  to  those  in  the  case  of  ew  parte 
Rosback,  (C  D.,  1899,  202;  89  O.  G.,  705,)  in  which  former  Com- 
missioner Duell  held  that  where  in  two  insti-uments  which  purported 
to  be  assignments  Rosback  reserved  to  himself  the  exclusive  right 
to  use  the  invention  in  the  manufacture  of  book-stitching  machines, 
the  instrument  amounted  to  nothing  more  than  a  license  and  did 
not  convey  such  an  interest  in  the  invention  and  the  patent  as  would 
authorize  the  C<Hiunissioner  to  issue  the  patent  to  the  alleged  assignee. 
It  is  believed  that  under  the  authorities  above  cited  the  Office  should 
not  issue  a  patent  to  an  allied  assignee  where  the  inventcHr  has  re- 
served to  himself  the  exclusive  right  to  make  or  use  or  sell  the  inven- 
tion covered  by  his  application  or  any  combination  of  these  elements 
which  limits  the  interest  of  the  alleged  assignee  to  an  interest  in  the 
invention  less  than  tiiat  defined  as  an  assigimient  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  decision  WateTToan  v,  McKemie 
et  al.  above  quoted. 

It  is  directed  that  the  patent  in  this  case  be  issued  to  Taliaferro^  the 
inventor. 

Ex  FABTE   HaBTLET, 

Decided  September  tS,  1908. 

138  O.  G..  1767. 

1.  Pdbuo  Use — Bvtpbhcb — CouuiBBionia's  Decibioit  InsTiTirniro  Fbocbdiinbb 
Not  CoHCLnsivE. 
The  fact  tbat  the  OommlBBloner  Holds  certain  eo  forte  affidavits  filed  In 
■npport  of  a  peUtion  foi  tlie  InBtltutlou  of  publtc-use  proceedlngB  to  be 
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■aOcleiit  to  make  oat  a  prdNa  facie  case  of  public  nse  Bncb  u  to  warraDt 
tbe  taUng  of  testlmanr  does  not  preclude  the  Primary  Examiner  from  ruling 
tbat  tlie  evidence  taken  in  such  proceedings  ie  not  euffldratt  to  warrant  tlie 
r^ecUon  of  the  clatme. 
2.  Appeal  Not  Allowed  pboh  Puuast  Exauiheb'b  Favorable  Dkcibioh  on 
Ptiujo  TJhb, 
Tbe  action  of  the  Examiner  holding  tbat  testimony  In  paUlc-uae  proceed- 
ingfl  Is  inefficient  to  warrant  the  rejection  of  the  appUcanfa  claims  will 
be  reviewed  only  where  such  obvious  error  appears  as  will  warrant  tbe 
anpervlBory  action  of  the  GommiBaloner. 


Mr.  Albert  O.  Davis  for  the  applicant 
3fr.  Charles  M.  Clarke  for  the  protestant, 

MooBB,  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  by  Bergmann,  the  protestant  in  the  above-entitled 
case,  that  he  be  allowed  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Primary 
Examiner  holding  that  the  testimony  presented  by  him  to  establi^ 
the  statutory  bar  of  public  use  against  the  grant  of  a  patent  to 
Hartley  is  insufficient  to  warrant  a  rejection  of  the  tatter's  claims. 

It  is  urged  that  the  finding  of  the  Primary  Examiner  is  not  only 
at  variance  with  the  evidence,  but  contrary  to  the  finding  of  the  Com- 
missioner that  the  affidavits  presetted  by  the  protestant  established  a 
prima  facie  case  of  public  use.  The  affidavits  presented  by  the 
protestant  were  deemed  sufficient  to  lay  the  foundation  for  the  intro- 
duction of  testimony;  but  they  are  not  in  themselves  testimony  upon 
which  a  decision  may  be  based,  and,  a  fortiori,  cannot  be  allowed  to 
contravene  testimony  taken  in  accordance  with  the  established  rules 
of  evidence.  {Nielson  v.  Bradshaw,  C.  D.,  1900,  265 ;  91  O.  G.,  644 ; 
16  App.  D.  C,  n;Shrum  v.  Baumgarten,  C.  D.,  1908, 150;  104  O.  G., 
577.) 

Public-use  proceedings  are  ex  parte  in  their  nature,  the  sole  ques- 
tion being  whether  the  applicant  is  barred  from  obtaining  a  patent' 
on  the  invention  claimed  by  reason  of  the  public  use  or  sale  of  devides 
embodying  the  invention  claimed. 

While  it  is  the  practice  to  permit  one  of  the  goieral  public  to  file  a 
protest  and  to  take  testimony  in  behalf  of  the  Patent  Office  upon  this 
question,  such  party  has  no  rights  in  the  controversy  other  than  those 
authorized  by  the  Commissioner.  When  the  evidence  presented  has 
been  submitted  to  the  Primary  Examiner  for  consideration  and  in 
his  opinion  this  testimony  does  not  establish  a  statutory  bar  of  public 
use,  there  is  no  greater  warrant  for  a  review  of  hi?  decision  upon  this 
question  than  from  a  decision  by  the  Examiner  that  references  in  his 
possession,  whether  obtained  by  search  or  upon  motion  for  dissolution 
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in  an  interference,  do  not  anticipate  the  claims  of  an  applicaticni. 
The  action  of  the  Examiner  holding  that  testimony  in  public-uae 
proceedings  is  insufficient  to  warrant  the  rejection  of  the  applicant's 
claims  will  be  reviewed  only  where  such  obvious  error  appears  as  will 
warrant  the  supervisory  action  of  the  Onnmissioner,  In  the  present 
case  no  such  error  is  found. 
The  petition  is  denied. 


Ex  PARTE  FbaNKHAN. 

APFUCATION  FOB  PATENT. 

DecUed  October  H,  1908. 

136  O.  a..  19M. 

I>EAwm«M— MurnjiTiD  Drawiho  Not  Accepted. 

Mutilated  drawings  will  not  be  accepted  by  tte  OfBc«  as  a  pert  of  the 
permanent  records.  Tble  rule  Is  founded  upon  the  necessity  of  preserving 
the  records  of  tbe  Office  for  an  ladeflnlte  period  and  must  be  enforced. 

On  Petition. 

HACHIHE  FOB  VREABTHHra   BEETS. 

Messrs.  van  Oldenneel  ds  SchoetUank  for  the  applicant 

MuoRE,  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  from  an  action  of  the  Primary  Examiner  holding 
that  drawings  forming  a  part  of  petitioner's  application  were  muti- 
lated and  requiring  new  drawings  to  be  substituted  therefor.  Peti- 
tioner asks  that  the  Primary  Examiner  be  directed  to  accept  the 
drawings  and  proceed  with  the  examination  and  consideration  of  the 
application. 

Petitioner  contends  that  as  blue-prints  which  have  been  made  from 
these  drawings  are  satisfactory  in  eVery  way  and  exhibit  no  indication 
.  that  the  original  are  mutilated  the  requirement  was  improperly  made 
and  should  be  withdrawn.  The  statement  that  a  satisfactory  repro- 
duction may  be  made  from  these  drawings  appears  to  be  true,  but 
this  is  not  the  only  thing  to  be  taken  into  consideration.  These  draw- 
ings must  not  only  be  in  condition  at  the  present  time  to  admit  of 
reproduction,  but  they  must  remain  in  such  condition  for  an  indefinite 
period,  as  they  constitute  the  originals  from  which  all  reproductions 
are  to  be  made.  An  examination  of  these  drawings  discloses  the  fact 
that  Sheets  1,  2,  and  3,  containing  Figures  1,  2,  4,  and  5,  are  broken 
at  one  or  more  points,  and  eventually,  by  reason  of  handling  thereof, 
Ihey  will  undoubtedly  actually  separate  on  the  broken  lines.  The 
well-settled  practice  of  the  Office  refusing  to  accept  mutilated  draw- 
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ings  is  founded  upon  the  necessity  of  preserving  the  records  of  the 
Office  for  an  indefinite  period  and  must  be  enforced. 

The  request  that  the  Examiner  be  directed  to  proceed  with  the 
examination  and  consideration  of  the  application  is  denied,  as  he  has 
not  refuaed  to  consider  the  application  either  as  to  merits  or  as  to 
form.  On  the  other  hand,  the  case  has  received  action  by  the  Exam- 
iner and  is  now  awaiting  action  on  the  part  of  the  petitions  in 
response  thereto. 

The  decision  of  the  Primary  Examiner  it  affirmed. 


Ex  PABTE  Tennessee  Brxwino  Coupant. 

Deoiied  October  ti,  1908. 

186  O.  O.,  ISKW. 

Label  BErnao  Bboistkatioh — Legend  "  Quararteed  Unnts  thb  Tood  aud 
Dbdob  Act  Juke  30,  1906,"  Ukquaueied. 
Held  tbat  a  label  Btaonld  be  refoaed  registration  where  the  legend  "  Guar- 
anteed under  the  Food  and  Draga  Act,  June  30,  1006,"  Is  ho  used  as  to  be 
Ukel;  to  Indicate  that  tbe  merchandlee  opon  which  the  label  U  used  U 
goaranteed  by  the  Oovemment. 

Os  Affeau 

LABEL  FOB  BEBB, 

Messrs.  Smith  <&  Frazier  for  the  applicant 

HooHE,  Commiaaioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  frcm  the  action  of  the  Examiner  refusing  to 
register  a  label  entitled  "  Brewette,"  which  is  to  be  used  on  non- 
alcoholic beverages.  This  label  comprises  the  trade-mark  of  the 
Tennessee  Brewing  Company,  beneath  which  appears  the  word 
"  Brewette,"  surmounted  by  two  sprays  of  barley.  Beneath  the  word 
"  Brewette "  is  a  paraph  bearing  the  legend  "  Contains  less  than  J 
of  \%  of  alcohol."    Under  this  legend  is  the  stat«ment: 

This  Is  a  non- Intoxicating  beverage.  Guaranteed  under  the  Food  and  Drugi 
Act,  June  80,  '06,  Serial  No.  19T33.  Tennessee  Brewing  Co.  Memphis,  Tetin. 
Idbel  registered. 

Begistration  of  this  label  was  refused  upon  the  ground  that  the 
inclusion  of  Uie  guaranty  clause  in  the  manner  shown  in  the  label 
caused  a  likelihood  of  deception,  in  that  tiie  purchaser  might  be  led 
to  believe  that  the  merchandise  upon  which  the  label  was  used  was 
guaranteed  by  the  Government.  It  was  also  suggested  that  the  state- 
ment on  the  label,  "  Contains  less  than  |  of  1%  of  alcohol  "  immedi- 
ately preceding  the  words  "  Guaranteed  under  tiie  Food  and  Drugs 
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Act,  June  30,  '06,"  and  over  the  words  "  Label  n^iistered  **  would 
lead  to  the  belief  that  the  content  of  aloc^ol  was  also  guaranteed  by 
the  Governmeot  of  the  United  States.  Attention  was  also  called  to 
the  fact  that  the  words  "  Label  registered  "  appearing  aa  the  labd 
were  unwarranted,  since  this  is  not  the  form  of  notice  required  by 
the  Copyright  Act  and  Kule  46  of  the  Print  and  Label  Rules. 

It  is  contended  on  behalf  of  the  appellant  that  the  guaranty  clause 
is  in  strict  accordance  with  that  prescribed  by  the  Food  and  Drags 
Act  of  June  30, 1906,  and  that  there  is  no  likelihood  that  any  purchaser 
using  ordinary  care  would  be  misled  by  the  appearance  of  tliis  dauae 
on  the  label  in  the  manner  ^own.  It  is  urged  that  the  copyri^t 
covers  merely  the  artistic  matter,  and  it  is  contended  that  the  Ex- 
aminer's argummt  that  the  typographic  matter  upon  the  label  is 
covered  by  copyright  is  manifestly  erroneous,  for  such  matter  is  the 
product  not  of  the  designer  of  the  label,  but  of  the  Bureau  of  Chem- 
istry, excepting  the  statement  as  to  alcoholic  contents,  and  that  that 
statement  is  merely  a  statement  of  fact  in  ctmunoD  words,  which  any 
one  has  the  right  to  use  to  state  the  same  fact. 

Registration  of  labels  in  the  Patent  Office  is  provided  for  by  sec- 
tions 3,  4,  and  5  of  the  act  of  Congress  relating  to  patents,  trade- 
marks, and  copyrights,  approved  June  16,  1874,  (18  Stats,  at  Large, 
p.  78,)  in  which  it  is  provided  that  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
shall  be  charged  with  the  supervision  and  control  of  the  entry  and 
registry  of  labels  and  prints  in  conformity  with  the  regulations  pro- 
vided by  law  as  to  the  copyrights  and  prints.  Under  Rule  31  of  the 
Print  and  Label  Rules,  promulgated  under  the  authority  conferred 
by  section  4,  the  word  "  Label "  is  defined  as — 

an  artistic  and  Intellecttial  production  ImpreMed  <«  stamped  directly  npon  the 
article  of  manu&ctnie,  or  upoa  a  slip  or  piece  of  paper  or  other  material,  t« 
be  attached  In  any  manner  to  manufactured  articles,  or  to  bottles,  boxes,  and 
packages  containing  them,  to  Indicate  tbe  article  of  mannfacture. 

Rule  32  provides  that — 

No  print  or  label  can  be  r^datered  unless  It  properly  belongs  to  an  article 
of  manufacture,  and  le  descriptive  tbercof,  and  Is  bs  above  defined,  and  nnleai 
the  sppllcaUou  Is  filed  before  the  publication  thereof. 

Briefly  summarized  it  is  necessary  that  as  a  prerequisite  to  registra* 
tion  a  label  must  be  artistic  and  must  describe  the  merchandise  upon 
which  it  is  placed.  No  further  requirement  is  prescribed  by  statute. 
In  the  present  instance  the  necessary  features  of  the  label  comprise 
the  artistic  production,  which  includes  the  word  "Brewrtte"  and 
the  statement  that  it  is  applied  to  a  non-intoxicating  beverage.  Id 
addition  to  this  matter,  however,  there  appears  on  the  label,  immedi- 
ately under  the  phrase  "  This  is  a  non-intoxicating  beverage,"  the 
legend  "  Guaranteed  imder  the  Food  and  Drugs  Act,  June  80,  '06, 
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Serial  No.  197SS,"  and  beneath  the  latter  the  name  and  address  of 
the  applicant  and  the  words  "  Label  registered." 

This  arrangement  of  subject-matter  is  in  my  opiniwi  likely  to  cause 
a  purchaser  to  belieTe  that  inasmuch  as, the  label  is  registered  by  the 
Government  Uie  character  or  quality  of  the  goods  described  as 
"  Guaranteed  under  the  Food  and  Drugs  Act,  June  30,  '06,  Serial  No. 
19733,"  is  approved  by  Uie  Government  It  is  insisted,  however, 
that  the  guaranty  clause  above  quoted  is  in  the  precise  form  pre- 
scribed by  ibe  "  Rules  and  regulations  for  the  enforcement  of  the 
Food  and  Drugs  Act "  and  that  the  use  of  these  words  in  the  present 
form  cannot  be  objected  to.  This  contention  is  believed  to  be  unten- 
able. It  is  easily  possible  for  the  guarantor  to  so  place  the  prescribed 
legend  upon  its  labels  that  there  can  be  no  likelihood  that  its  use 
will  mislead  the  public  in  respect  to  the  actual  guaranty. 

In  my  opiniwi  in  ea  parte  Alart  and  McGvire  (C.  D.,  1907,  409; 
131  O.  G.,  2145)  it  is  said: 

At  tbe  time  the  Food  aod  Drugs  Act  first  became  effective  varloas  mannfac- 
torere,  either  Intentionally  or  Inadvertently,  bo  inclnded  tbe  guaranty  clause 
with  other  printed  matter  upon  their  labels  as  to  make  it  appear  that  the  Qov- 
enunent  had  guaranteed  the  purity  ol  the  articles  upon  which  these  labels 
were  affixed.  This  having  been  called  to  the  attention  of  tbe  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  the  following  order  was  issued  by  him: 

"  No  other  word  should  go  upon  this  legend  or  accompany  It  in  any  way. 
Particular  attention  Is  called  to  the  fact  that  nothing  should  tte  placed  upon 
the  label,  or  in  any  printed  matter  accompanying  it,  indicating  tltat  tbe  guar- 
anty is  made  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  The  appearance  of  the  serial 
number  with  the  phrase  atwve  mentioned  upon  a  latiel  does  not  exempt  It  from 
inspection  nor  its  guarantor  from  prosecution  in  case  the  article  In  question 
be  found  in  any  way  to  violate  the  Food  and  Drugs  Act  of  June  30,  1006." 

It  is  believed  that  if  the  tntde-marX  now  presented  for  r^istratlon  sbould 
be  registered  In  its  present  form  and  tf  the  applicant  should  place  in  connection 
therewith  the  words  "  Registered  in  the  U.  S.  Patent  Office,"  as  he  Is  required 
to  do  by  section  28  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  IBOC,  and  as  tbe  specimen  labels 
Bled  with  his  brief  show  he  has  done,  the  public  would  be  lead  to  believe  that 
the  Oovemment  had,  br  roistering  this  trade-mark,  guaranteed  the  purity  of 
the  article  upon  which  it  was  used. 

For  the  same  reasons  it  is  believed  that  a  label  should  not  be  regis- 
tered in  which  the  guaranty  clause  is  so  located  as  to  be  susceptible 
of  the  interpretation  that  the  Government  is  the  guarantor  of  the 
merchandise  contained  in  the  receptacle  to  which  the  label  is  applied. 
It  is  believed  that  where  the  words  "  Guaranteed  under  the  Food  and 
Drugs  Act "  are  placed  upon  a  registered  label  they  should  be  so 
qualified  by  tbe  addition  of  the  applicant's  name  that  tha  true  guar- 
antor will  be  unmistakably  identified — as,  for  example,  "  Guaranteed 
under  the  Food  and  Drugs  Act,  June  30,  '06,  Serial  No.  19733,  by 
the  Tennessee  Brewing  Company."  In  this  form  the  registration 
of  tbe  label  would  not  be  subject  to  the  objections  above  noted, 
6802S— H.  Doc.  1849, 60-2 18 


230  DBCIBIONB  OF  THE   COMUIBBIONEB   OF  PATBHTH. 

It  is  urged  that  the  words  "  Label  registered  "  are  not  objectionaUe 
for  the  reason  that  under  the  law  the  label  is  really  copyri^ted,  not 
registered,  and  a  strict  compliance  with  the  law  requiies  notice  to  be 
placed  upon  the  label  so  copyrighted,  that  as  the  applicant  has  cotor 
plied  with  the  requirement  of  the  law  by  presenting  its  application 
for  registration  it  not  only  has  the  right  to,  but  should,  put  snch 
notice  on  its  copies  filed  with  the  Patent  Office. 

The  Copyright  Act  of  June  30,  1874,  prescribes  distinctly  that 
the  notice  of  copyright  should  be  made  in  the  following  terms: 

"  Entered  according  to  act  of  Congress  in  the  year by in 

the  office  of  the  Librarian  of  Congress  at  Washington  "  or,  alterna- 
tively :  "  Copyrighted  19 by  ,"  naming  the  applicant  for 

copyright. 

It  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case 
of  Higgins  v.  EcMfel  (C.  D.,  1891,  403;  66  O.  G.,  1139;  140  U.  S., 
438)  that  in  order  to  maintain  an  action  for  infringement  of  the 
ownership  of  a  label  registered  under  the  provisions  of  this  act  it 
was  necessary  that  public  notice  of  the  re^stration  ebould  be  given 
in  the  precise  terms  prescribed  by  the  statute.  It  is  further  stated 
in  that  decision  that — 

Tbe  copyright  Is  secured  wbcD  the  regtstratlcHi  is  completed  and  a  certlflcate 
of  registration  la  given  br  the  CommlsaloiLer. 

The  use  of  the  term  "  Label  registered  "  therefore  upon  a  label 
which  has  not  been  registered  is  not  only  unauthorized  in  the  sense 
contended  for  by  the  appellant,  but  its  appearance  upon  the  label  is 
insufficient  to  give  the  satutory  notice  required  after  the  registration 
of  the  label,  and  it  is  believed  that  the  sole  function  which  can  be 
ascribed  to  this  statement  is  such  as  it  might  have  in  leading  the 
public  to  believe  that  the  registration  of  the  label  rendered  the  guar- 
anty by  the  Government  effective. 

Holding  the  above  views  I  directed  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks 
to  refuse  registration  of  all  labels  in  which  the  guaranty  clause  was 
not  so  qualified  as  to  identify  the  guarantor  in  the  manner  stated. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks  is  affirmed. 


Ex  FABTE  United  States  Sanitarv  MANnFAcruaiNO  Compamt. 

APPLICATION    FOB   REGISTRATION   OF  TRADE-MASK. 

Decided  October  ja,  1008. 
137  O.  G.,  227. 
Tkase-Masks — Reoistkabilitt — The    IjEtteis    "U.    B."    on    a    GonvEifTioMAi. 
Shield. 
A  mark  conelstlng  of  the  letters  "  U.  S."  on  a  conventtonal  repre«entatlM) 
of  a  shield  Held  not  registrable  on  the  Kround  that  the  letters  "  U.  S.." 
by  reason  of  tbelr  common  usage  hy  the  government  on  army  accoater- 
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ments  sad  upon  otber  articles  of  mercbaadlse,  pertlcularlr  when  placed 
opon  a  BimulatloD  ol  the  United  States  sbleld,  sboDld  be  regarded  as  public 
insignia,  wblcb  can  never  become  tbe  exclusive  property  of  tbe  applicant, 
and  on  tbe  further  ground  that  tbe  use  of  such  a  mark  would  tend  to 
induce  tbe  public  to  believe  that  the  goods  bearing  the  seme  were  made 
by  or  bad  the  offlclal  approval  of  the  United  States  Gov^nmenL. 

On  Appeal. 


Messrs.  Christy  db  Christy  and  Mr.  Darwin  S.  Wolcott  for  the 
appUc&nts. 

MooBE,  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  refusal  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade- 
Marks  to  register  a  trade-mark  comprising  the  conventional  repre- 
sentation of  a  shield  bearing  the  letters  "  U.  S."' 

Registration  was  refused  on  the  ground  that  the  mark  is  a  simula- 
tion of  public  insignia,  the  letters  '*  U.  S."  being  the  common  abbre- 
viation of  the  words  "  United  States  "  and  that  the  placing  of  these 
letters  upon  a  shield  similar  in  form  to  the  shield  of  the  United 
States  coat-of-arms  would  further  tend  to  cause  the  public  to  believe 
that  the  goods  upon  which  such  mark  was  used  were  made  by  or 
had  received  the  approval  of  the  United  States  Government- 
It  is  contended  in  behalf  of  appellant  that  the  title  "  United  States  " 
is  not  applicable  merely  to  the  United  States  of  America,  since  there 
are  other  Governments  known  as  United  States — as,  for  example, 
the  United  States  of  Colombia.  It  is  also  urged  that  the  initials 
"  U.  S."  mean  a  large  variety  of  articles  or  titles  and  that  the  use  of 
the  letters  "  U.  S."  as  a  guarantee  by  the  Government  "  could  be 
conveyed  only  by  the  use  of  a  mark  which  had  been  adopted  by 
statutory  enactment."  It  is  further  urged  that  the  shield  used  by 
the  appellant  does  not  correspond  to  the  shield,  coat-of-arms,  etc., 
which  have  been  adopted  by  the  United  States  Government,  since 
no  bars  or  stars  appear  thereon. 

The  contentions  of  the  applicant  are  not  believed  to  be  well 
founded.  Section  5  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  1905  provides  in  part 
thal^ 

No  mark  by  wUch  the  goods  of  tbe  owner  of  tbe  mark  may  be  dlatliiguiished 
from  goods  of  tbe  same  class  shall  be  refused  r^lstratlon  of  the  trade- 
mark on  account  of  tbe  nature  of  such  mark  unless  such  mark  •  •  •  (6) 
consists  of  or  comprises  the  flags  or  coat-of-arms  or  other  insignia  of  the 
United  States  or  any  simulation  tltereof  or  of  any  State,  or  municipality,  or 
of  any  foreign  nation  or  of  any  design  or  picture  that  has  or  may  liereafter 
be  adopted  by  any  fraternal  society  as  Its  embteu). 

The  phrase  "or  other  insignia  of  the  United  States"  is  believed 
to  embrace  symbols  and  other  devices  by  which  goods  which  are  the 
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property  of  the  United  States  may  be  known.    The  Century  Diction- 
ary defines  the  word  "insignia"  as  follows: 

(1)  Badges  or  other  dlsttngnlBhlng-markB  of  office  or  honor;    (2)    oiarbs, 
signs,  or  visible  tokens  by  which  anything  Is  known  or  diatlDKOlshed. 
Webster's  Unabridged  Dictionary  defines  "  insignia  "  as — 
(i)  Badges  or  other  dietingulshlng-markB  of  office  or  honor;    (2)    marks, 
signs,  or  visible  impressions  by  nhlch  anything  is  known  or  diatlngnlshed. 

The  fact  that  the  United  States  Government  uses  the  letters  "  U.  S." 
upon  the  accouterments  of  its  army  and  upon  various  other  mer- 
chandise is  a  matter  of  common  knowledge  of  which  judicial  notice 
can  be  taken.  By  reason  of  this  usage  such  marks  are  believed  to 
have  become  "insignia"  within  the  terms  of  the  definitions  above 
quoted.  It  is  therefore  clear  that  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  has  the  right  to  use  the  letters  "U,  S."  upon  articles  of  any 
character  whatsoever.  Under  these  circumstances  the  appellant  could 
never  acquire  an  exculsive  property  right  in  the  letters  "  U-  S-" 
against  the  Government  of  the  United  States  for  similar  reasons  to 
those  stated  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  in 
re  Cahn,  Belt  <&  Co.  (C.  D.,  1906,  627 ;  122  O.  G.,  354 ;  27  App.  D.  C, 
173)  in  reference  to  the  use  of  the  coat-of-arms  of  the  State  of  Mary- 
land, in  which  the  Court  said : 

The  coat-of-arniB  of  Maryland  was  never  in  the  excluBlve  use  of  the  nppll- 
cants  during  any  period,  nor  could  the  apptlcantB  ever  acquire  an  exclusive  use 
8S  a  trade-mark  of  the  State  coat-of-onns. 

Nor  can  property  be  acquired  in  a  mark  which  simulates  a  public 
emblem. 

The  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  in  the  case  tn  re 
American  Glue  Company  (C.  D.,  1906,  695;  123  O.  G.,  999;  27  App. 
D.  C,  391)  and  in  re  M'illiam  Connors  Paint  Mfg.  Co.  (C.  D.,  1900, 
696;  128  O.  G.,  999;  27  App.  D.  C,  389)  construed  the  section  of  the 
statute  above  quoted  to  prohibit  registration  of  trade-marks  which 
simulate  the  great  seal  of  the  United  States  and  the  seal  of  the  De- 
partment of  Justice  of  the  United  States.  For  equally  cogent  rea- 
sons it  is  believed  that  any  mark  which  is  identical  with  or  which 
comprises  "  any  simulation  "  of  any  insignia  used  by  the  United 
States  Government  in  a  well  recognized  manner  to  designate  articles 
belonging  to  the  Government  should  be  refused  registration.  In  the 
present  case  the  mark  not  only  comprises  the  letters  "  U.  S.,"  but 
these  letters  are  imposed  upon  a  shield  of  substantially  the  same  con- 
tour as  the  shield  forming  a  part  of  the  United  States  coat-of-arms, 
and  this  fact,  it  is  believed,  would  further  tend  to  induce  the  public 
to  believe  that  the  goods  upon  which  such  mark  is  used  was  made 
by  or  had  received  the  official  approval  of  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment. 
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In  my  opinion  the  action  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marka  in  re- 
fusing to  register  the  trade-mark  claimed  is  right,  and  Ai«  decision 
is  accordingly  afJiTmed. 


&n>EB  V.  Brown  r,  Thipp  and  McMeanb  i'.  White. 

Decided  October  22,  1908. 

137  O.  Q.^  228. 

IKTEBFEBEKCK — HOTtOIT    FOB    DlSBOLUTlOB    IN    AlTEB    NOTICE    UNDEB    RmA    114 

TKAHsmasion. 
Wbere  In  answer  to  aa  order  issued  under  Rule  114  against  a  Junior 
party  to  an  Interference  to  sbow  cause  vrby  ludgment  should  not  be  ren- 
dered against  him,  such  party  presents-  a  motion  for  dissolution  alleging 
noapatentabllity  of  the  issue,  it  Is  lnciimt>eiit  upon  blm  to  comply  utrlctly 
with  the  provisions  of  Rule  122,  and  such  a  motion  filed  after  the 
cscpiratloQ  of  the  thirty  days  allowed  hy  the  rule  sliould  not  be  trans- 
mitted In  the  atwence  of  a  very  satisfactory  showing  of  reasons  why  it 
was  not  earlier  presented. 

Appeal  on  Motion. 

CAN-MAKINO  UACniHB. 

Mr.  Arthur  P.  Greeley  for  Kyder. 

jtfr.  Victor  J.  Evans  for  Brown. 

Messrs.  Bradford  <&  Hood  tor  Tripp  and  McMeans. 

Messrs.  WUhelm-,  Parker  <&  Hard  for  White. 

Moore,  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Inter- 
ferences refusing  to  transmit  a  motion  to  dissolve  brought  by  Tripp 
and  McMeans  two  days  after  the  expiration  of  the  thirty  days 
allowed  by  Rule  114  in  which  to  bring  such  motions. 

The  record  shows  that  on  July  31  an  order  was  issued  against  Tripp 
and  McMeans  to  show  cause  on  or  before  August  31,  1908,  why  judg- 
ment should  not  be  rendered  against  them  for  the  reason  that  the 
date  of  conception  alleged  in  their  preliminary  statement  was  sub- 
sequent  to  the  filing  date  of  the  senior  party.  On  'August  31,  1908, 
counsel  for  Tripp  and  McMeans  telegraphed  to  the  Office  stating 
tha^- 
we  are  forwarding  to-day  action  responsive  to  action  of  July  31. 

On  September  2,  1908,  a  motion  for  dissolution  was  filed  accom- 
panied by  a  motion  to  transmit  the  motion  for  dissolution  to  the 
Primary  Examiner. 

The  only  ground  alleged  in  the  motion  for  dissolution  is  that  the 
issue  is  not  patentable  in  view  of  certuin  cited  references.    Trans- 
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mission  of  this  motion  was  objected  to  by  the  senior  party,  White, 
upon  the  grounds  that  the  motion  was  filed  too  late  and  that  the 
statement  of  the  grounds  of  the  motion  was  not  sufficiently  definite. 
The  Examiner  of  Interferences  held  that  the  grounds  of  the  motion 
were  suiQciently  definite,  but  refused  to  transmit  the  motion  for  dis- 
solution upon  the  ground  that  no  sufficient  excuse  was  alleged  for  the 
delay  in  filing  the  said  motion  in  a  case  of  this  character. 

Where  a  party  to  an  interfef^nce  asserts  his  right  to  the  claims 
forming  the  issue  of  such  interference  and  upon  the  filing  of  pre- 
liminary statements  finds  that  he  is  barred  from  obtaining  a  patent 
by  reason  of  the  fact  that  his  date  of  conception  was  later  than  the 
filing  date  of  a  contesting  party  a  motion  upon  his  part  denying  the 
patentability  of  the  issue  is  in  the  nature  of  an  obstructive  action 
based  upon  facts  concerning  which  lie  has  no  greater  interest  than 
any  other  member  of  the  general  public.  He  being  still  a  nominal 
party  to  the  interference  is,  however,  permitted  by  the  Rules  of 
Practice  of  the  Office  to  present  such  a  motion,  but  in  order  that  he 
should  be  beard  it  is  incumbent  upon  him  to  comply  strictly  with  the 
rules  provided  for  such  purpose.  In  the  present  case  the  excuse 
offered  by  counsel  for  the  appeUant  is  merely  that  because  of  the 
failure  of  counsel  for  one  of  the  interferants  to  furnish  him  with 
copies  of  that  party's  application  in  accordance  with  an  agreement 
he  was  delayed  in  filing  the  motion.  So  far  as  the  substance  of  the 
present  motion  is  concerned,  a  motion  to  dissolve  upon  the  ground  of 
n on- patentability  might  have  been  brought  without  reference  to  any 
of  the  opposing  parties'  applications,  and  in  any  event  copies  of  the 
applications  of  the  opposing  parties  might  readily  have  been  obtained 
from  the  Patent  Office  upon  application  therefor.  Under  the  cir- 
cumstances the  Examiner  of  Interferences  was  clearly  justified  in 
holding  that  the  delay  in  filing  the  motion  was  not  excused  by  the 
affidavit  of  record. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences,  is  affirmed. 


De  Ferkanti  v.  Linumark. 

Decided  October  3,  1908. 

13T  O.  G..  731. 

INTEBFEBKNCE REOPENING   TO   TAKE   TESTIMONr   AFTKB   APPGAI.   TO  OOWBT. 

Where  a  party  to  an  iDterterence,  In  wblcb  times  tor  taking  teatlmony 
had  been  set,  flies  a  motion  for  Judgment  on  tbe  record,  together  witb  a 
stipulation  signed  by  the  parties  setting  forth  that  the  parties  Involved  In 
the  Interference  are  the  same  parties  who  filed  certain  applications  for 
foreign  patents  specifled  In  the  oaths  attached  to  their  respective  appllcii- 
tlons  and  In  their  prellmtuary  statements,  and  Jui^cmeat  is  rendered  on  the 
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record  so  laade  by  tbe  Bereral  trlbunalB  of  tbe  Patent  Office  and  by  the  Court 
ot  Appeals  ot  tbe  District  of  Columbia,  pennlsalon  will  Dot  be  granted 
thereafter  to  such  part^  to  take  testlmooj  upon  the  questloa  of  priority  of 
Invattlon.  A  submission  of  the  case  ui>od  the  stipulation  after  an  oppor- 
tunity was  glTen  to  take  testimony  amounted  to  a  waiver  of  the  ri^t  to 
take  teetlinoBy. 

On  Petition. 

bteau-tubbike. 

JUea»ra.  Spear,  MidMeton,  Donaldson  «£  Spear  for  de  FerrantL 
Messrs.  Harding  <£•  Harding  for  Lindmark. 

Moore,  Commisaioner: 

This  case  is  before  me  on  a  petition  by  Lindmark  to  vacate  my 
decision  rendered  April  6,  1908,  affirming  tbe  decision  of  the  Exam- 
iner of  Interferences  denying  Lindmark's  petition  that  times  be  set 
for  taking  testimony  in  this  case. 

The  record  shows  that  preliminary  statements  were  filed  by  both 
parties  to  this  interference  and  that  within  twenty  days  after  the 
approval  of  the  preliminary  statement  Lindmark  filed  a  motion  to 
truismit  an  accompanying  motion  to  dissolve  Uie  interference  and 
also  a  motion  for  judgment  of  priority  in  his  favor — 
upon  tbe  record  dates  of  Lindmark  and  de  Ferrantl's  applications  and  npon 
tbe  allegations  of  de  Perranti  In  his  preliminary  statement 

At  the  hearing  before  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  on  the  motion 
for  judgment  the  following  stipulation  was  filed : 

It  is  hereby  stlpnlated  and  agreed  by  and  between  the  respective  parties  to 
the  almve-entitled  Interference  that  tlie  parties  de  FerrantI  and  Lindmark 
who  are  Involved  In  this  Interference  are  the  same  parties,  de  FerrantI  and 
Lindmark,  who  Sled  the  applications  for  foreign  patents  specified  in  tbe  oatliB 
attached  to  their  respective  U.  8.  applications  and  in  their  preliminary  state- 
moits,  and  that  the  de  FerrantI  and  Lindmark  named  Iiereln  are  the  same  de 
Ferraati  and  Lindmark  named  in  Interference  No.  25,459. 

This  stipulation  was  accepted,  and  the  Examiner  of  Interferences 
rendered  a  decision  holding  that  neither  De  Ferranti  nor  Lindmark 
was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  filing  dates  of  this  foreign  applica- 
tions under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1903,  and,  inaanuch 
as  Lindmark  was  the  first  to  file  an  application  in  this  country, 
awarded  priority  of  invention  to  him.  The  decision  of  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences  was  affirmed  by  the  Examiners-in-Chief,  and  their 
decision  was,  in  turn,  affirmed  by  the  Commissioner.  (C.  D.,  1907, 
203;  129  O.  G.,  1610.)  Upon  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  was  reversed, 
(peaty  353;  134  O.  G.,  616,)  the  court  holding  that  De  Ferranti,  who 
filed  his  applicatv>n  after  the  promulgation  of  the  act  of  March  3, 
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1903,  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  foreign  application  which  ante- 
dated  Lindmark's  filing  date. 

It  is  contended  in  behalf  of  Landmark  that  the  decision  of  the 
Examiner  of  Interferences  was  merely  a  decision  upon  a  "  motion 
for  judgment  on  the  record,"  involving  only  the  question  whether 
Lindmark  or  De  Ferranti  should  prevail  upon  the  facts  appearing 
in  the  records  of  their  respective  applications. 

This  argument  was  presented  in  support  of  the  former  petition  and 
was  considered  by  me  in  the  decision  rendered  April  6,  1908,  in 
which  it  was  held  that  the  Commissioner  had  no  authority  to  reopen 
a  case  for  further  testimony  after  a  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeals 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  on  the  question  of  priority  of  invention 
unless  and  until  authorized  by  that  court  to  do  so. 

Thereafter  a  petition  was  filed  in  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  praying — 

thst  the  Commies  I  oner  be  Instructed  tbat  the  said  decision  of  this  court 
merely  adjudged  that  jour  petitioner,  tbe  said  Lindmark,  la  not  entitled  to 
Judgment  on  tbe  record,  and  Is  not  a  flnai  Judgment  of  prloritj  in  favor  of 
de  Ferranti— 

and,  further,  that  the  Commissioner  be — 

Instructed  or  authorized  to  flx  times  for  the  talcing  of  testimony  In  this  cause — 
and  that  such  other  order,  judgment,  or  decree  be  made  as  the  con- 
dition of  the  case  required. 

The  Court  of  Appeals  in  denying  this  petition  said : 

Tbe  iBsue  in  controversy  between  the  above  parties  was  decided  by  this  court 
on  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  CommlsBioner  of  Patents  on  February  11,  190& 
(Ante,  234;  134  O.  fi.,  515.)  Priority  had  been  awarded  to  Lindmark  In  all  the 
tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  on  his  motion  for  Judgment  on  the  record.  On 
appeal,  the  decision  of  tbe  Commissioner  was  reversed  by  thlB  court,  and  tbe  pro- 
ceedings certified  to  the  Potent  Office,  as  by  law  required.  Lindmark  now  comes 
here  by  an  original  petition,  after  the  Judgment  of  reversal  has  become 
flual,  asking  us  to  Instruct  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  to  allow  him  to 
proceed  with  the  taking  of  testimony  in  order  to  establish  his  right  to 
priority  over  de  Ferranti.  It  Is  Insisted  that  the  Judgment  of  reversal  was 
not  a  final  Jndgm«it  awarding  priority  to  de  Ferranti;  but  a  mere  denial 
of  the  motion  of  Lindmark  for  Judgment  on  the  record,  and  that  the  case 
should  be  now  opened  and  tbe  parties  allowed  to  proceed  with  the  talcing 
of  testimony.  This  court  has  Jurisdiction  of  appeals  from  the  Commissioner 
of  Patents  la  certain  matters  defined  by  statote,  bnt  It  has  no  orlglUBl 
Jurisdiction  to  direct  and  supervise  the  administration  of  the  affairs  of  the 
Patent  Office.  The  allowance  of  this  petition,  and  tbe  Issuance  of  an  order, 
such  as  prayed  for  therein,  would  be  an  assumption  of  power  which  this 
court  does  not  possess.  Tbe  petition  is  denied,  and  it  la  ho  ordered.  [Poat  &46; 
137  O.  G„  733.) 

It  appears  from  the  text  of  the  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals 
upon  the  petition  that  the  appeal  was  treated  as  an  appeal  from  a 
final  decision  of  the  Commissioner  on  the  question  of  priority  of 
invention,  and  the  proceedings  of  that  court  were  "  certified  to  the 
Patent  Office  as  by  law  required." 
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The  record  of  the  case  clearly  warranted  such  consideration.  It 
is  to  be  noted  that  judgment  was  not  rendered  merely  upon  the 
application  dates  of  the  respective  parties  in  this  country,  but  upon 
consideration  of  the  filing  dates  of  their  foreign  applications  also. 
The  mere  allegation  by  a.-  party  in  his  application  for  patent  that 
he  has  filed  an  application  for  a  patent  for  the  same  invention 
in  a  foreign  country  or  the  inclusion  of  such  an  allegation  in  his 
preliminary  statement  does  not  constitute  proof  of  the  fact  alleged, 
and  it  is  incumbent  upon  such  party  when  involved  in  an  interference 
proceeding,  if  he  would  rely  upon  his  alleged  foreign  application, 
to  establish  by  competent  evidence  that  he  is  the  party  who  filed 
die  foreign  application,  and  he  also  must  show  that  the  invention 
set  forth  in  the  foreign  application  is  the  same  as  that  covered 
by  his  application  in  this  country.  {Rousseau  v.  Brown,  C.  D.,  1903, 
587;  104  O.  G.,  1120;  Latider  v.  CroweU  et  al.,  C.  D.,  1879,  177;  16 

0.  G.,  405;  ex  parte  Pavling,  C.  D.,  1905,  131;  115  O.  G.,  1848.) 
In  the  present  case  the  stipulation  above  quoted  which  was  filed 
b;  the  parties  was  accepted  in  lieu  of  testimony  in  respect  to  these 
facts,  and  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  and  of 
the  appellate  tribunals  was  rendered  upon  this  agreed  statement 
of  facta 

The  record  shows  that  opportunity  was  given  to  the  parties  to 
take  testimony;  but  Lindmark,  by  taking  the  steps  above  set  forth, 
clearly  waived  the  rig^t  to  take  testimony  and  relied  upon  his 
stipulated  evidence.  This  fact  is  apparent  from  the  following  state- 
ment in  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  in  De  Ferranti  v.  Lind- 
mark, (C.  D.,  1907,  208;  129  O.  G.,  1610:) 

The  iDTentlOD  In  Issue  relates  to  'an  improvement  in  steam-turbines. 

No  testimony  was  taken  by  either  party ;  but  the  (acts  as  stated  In  the  de- 
cision of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  and  stipulated  or  conceded  by  the 
parties  are  as  follows: 

Lindmark  applied  for  a  Swedish  patent  on  the  lavention  tn  Issue  on  June  18, 
1902,  and  for  a  German  patent  on  November  5,  1)KI2.  He  Bled  his  application 
In  this  country  on  January  16,  1903,  and  was  granted  a  patent  on  November 

1,  1904. 

De  Ferranti  applied  for  a  patent  in  Great  Britain  on  November  11.  1902,  and 
filed  bis  application  In  this  country  on  October  31,  1903. 

Furthermore,  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
while  stating  in  their  decision  De  Ferranti  v.  Lindmark  (post,  363; 
134  O.  G.,  515)  that  the  case  was  before  them  on  appeal  from  the 
decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  awarding  priority  of  inven- 
tion to  appeUee  on  a  "motion  for  judgment  on  the  record"  stated: 

It  appears  that  both  parties  to  this  controvert  are  foreign  inventora    No 
evldoice  was  taken  In  the  Patent  Office.    Both  parties  rely  on  tbeir  respective 
dates  of  filing  their  applications,  either  here  or  abroad — 
and,  accepting  the  dates  of  the  foreign  applications  as  proven,  rend- 
ered the  decision  above  referred  to. 
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Up  to  the  present  time  the  court  of  appeals  has  entertained  appeals 
in  interference  cases  only  from  the  final  decisions  of  the  Commis- 
sioner upon  the  question  of  priority  of  invention.  (Allen,  Cam- 
missioiwr  of  Patents,  v.  7'he  United  States  of  America  ex  ret. 
L&wry  and  Planters  Compress  Co.,  C.  D.,  1905,  643;  116  O.  G.,  2253; 
26  App.  D.  C,  8. )  In  the  present  case  the  decision  holding  that  Land- 
mark was  the  first  inventor  was  undoubtedly  a  final  decision  upon 
the  question  of  priority.  It  is  obvious  from  the  facts  above  stated 
that  this  decision  was  rendered  after  the  consideration  of  facts  ad- 
mitted by  the  stipulation,  concerning  which  proof  would  have  been 
required  in  the  absence  of  such  stipulation  and  not  on  the  bare  record 
of  the  applications  for  patent  in  this  country.  This  stipulation,  in 
my  opinion,  related  to  an  agreed  state  of  facts  offered,  at  the  instance 
of  Lindmark,  in  the  place  of  testimony. 

His  failure  to  present  his  entire  case  in  the  first  instance  can  be 
charged  to  no  one's  fault  but  his  own.  It  is  well  settled  that  the 
Ofiice  will  not  pass  upon  questions  of  priority  in  a  piecemeal  manner. 
It  is  incumbent  upon  a  party  to  present  the  entire  case  in  the  first 
instance.  As  stated  in  the  case  of  Roberts  v.  Bachelle,  (C.  D.,  1902, 
415;  lOlO.  Cx.,  1831:) 

After  a  case  lios  goae  to  final  bearing  it  Is  an  Injustice  to  the  Offlc«,  aa  well 
as  to  the  victorious  party,  to  reopen  the  case  and  give  it  entirely  new  consldera- 
tlou  uerely  because  tbe  defeated  party  baa  failed  to  realise  that  facta  which 
were  at  all  times  within  his  possesBion  were  material  to  a  determination  of  tbe 
case.  {Estet  v.  Qausc,  C.  D.,  1899,  164 ;  88  O.  G..  1336;  McCaHum  v.  Bremer, 
C.  D.,  1900,  186;  93  O.  G.,  1917.) 

The  decisions  cited  by  petitioner  in  support  of  his  contention  are 
not  believed  to  be  in  point.  In  none  of  the  cases  cited  were  decisions 
rendered  upon  an  agreed  state  of  facts,  but  rather  upon  the  records 
of  the  cases  or  the  pleadings  themselves.  After  careful  consideration 
of  the  question  I  find  no  reason  to  vacate  my  former  decision  denying 
Lindmark's  request  that  times  for  taking  testimony  be  set  in  this 
case. 

The  petition  is  denied. 


PiCKAKD  '-.  ASHTON  AND  CuimS. 

Decided  October  SO,  1008. 

137  O.  G..  732, 

Intebfebence— Pbioritt — QcEaTios  of  Joint  Invertoeship. 

The  qiientloD  of  the  Joint  inventorship  of  one  of  the  parties  to  an  Inter- 
ference la  not  one  that  can  be  considered  in  an  Interference  proceeding  and 
a  motion  to  take  testimony  on  the  questloD  will  not  be  granted. 


decisions  of  the  commissioneb  of  patekt6. 
Oh  Petition. 


Mr.  PhUip  Famsworth  and  Messrs.  Meyers,  Cuahman  o&  Rea  for 
Pickard, 
Mr.  J.  Odell  Fowler  for  Ashton  and  Curtis. 

BiLUNGS,  Acting  Cotmnissioner: 

This  case  comes  up  on  a  petition  by  Pickard  that  the  Commissioner 
exercise  his  supervisory  authority  and  grant  a  motion  "  to  anthorize, 
or  procure  authorization  for,  the  oral  deposition  of  the  joint  appli- 
cants Ashton  and  Curtis  relative  to  the  invention  of  the  interference 
by  them  or  either  of  them." 

This  motion  was  brought  before  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  aud 
denied  by  him  on  the  ground  that  he  had  no  authority  to  grant  it. 
The  purpose  of  this  motion  is  to  require  Ashton  and  Curtis  to  show 
by  testimony  that  they  are  in  fact  joint  inventors  of  the  invention  in 
issue.  No  reason  whatever  appears  for  the  granting  of  such  a  motion. 
Pickard's  rights  could  in  no  way  be  affected  by  establishing  the  fact 
that  the  invention  was  in  reality  the  invention  of  Ashton  alone  and 
not  that  of  Ashton  and  Curtis.  Under  the  rulings  of  the  Court  of 
Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  in  Foster  v.  Antisdel  (C.  D., 
1899,  413;  88  O.  G.,  1527;  14  App.  D.  G,  552)  and  Prindle  v.  Brown 
(C.  D.,  1904,  680;  112  O.  G.,  957;  24  App.  D.  C,  114)  this  question 
could  not  be  considered  in  the  interference.  If  it  were  established 
that  Ashton  alone  were  the  inventor,  this  of  itself  would  afford  no 
ground  whatever  for  the  award  of  priority  to  Pickard,  In  any  event 
it  would  be  necessary  for  Pickard  to  establish  priority  of  invention  on 
his  part  to  warrant  a  decision  in  his  favor. 

The  petition  is  denied. 


Rttbbeb  Manufacturing   Company   v.   Ooshah   Rmtrj^t 
Company. 

Decided  October  26, 1908. 

137  O.  Q.,  733. 

Trade-.VIabks — OPPOsmoN — Appeal   fbdu    Decision    of    ESxauireb  or   Ihteb- 

FEBENCES. 

An  appeal  will  not  be  allowed  from  h  decision  of  the  Elxomlner  of  Inter- 
ferenc^fl  granting  a  motion  to  Rmend  a  notice  of  oiiposttlon  nor  from  a 
decision  denrlOR  a  modon  to  dURDlm  a  notice  of  opposition. 
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Appeal  on  Motion. 

T&AVE-UAXS    rOR  BELItna,    BOSK,    UACHINKBY    PACKINQ,   ANIt   HOK-UETALUC   TlUra. 

Mr.  Ernest  Hopkinson  and  Mr.  WW,iam  B.  Corwin  for  Peerless 
Kubber  Manufacturing  Company. 
Messrs.  Britton  <&  Gray  for  Gorham  Rubber  Company. 

BiujNGS,  Acting  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  Gorham  Rubber  Compauy  from  the  de* 
cision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  granting  a  motion  filed  by 
opponent  to  amend  his  notice  of  opposition  and  denying  the  motion  of 
appellant  to  dismiss  the  opposition.  These  are  matters  which  are  in 
the  discretion  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  and  an  appeal  from 
his  decision  thereon  will  not  be  entertained  except  under  circumstances 
of  such  unusual  character  as  would  justify  the  exercise  of  the  super- 
visory authority  of  the  Commissioner.  (Oakley  <&  Company  v.  Bab- 
cock,  ante,  77;  133  O.  G.,  761.)  No  such  circumstances  have  been 
shown  to  exist  in  this  case. 

The  appeal  ia  dism^issed. 


Ex   PABTE  HiKTH. 

Decided  November  H,  1908. 

137  O.  G.,  977. 

Revival — Case  Formally  ABAitDoflED. 

Section  4894,  Revised  Stntiites.  does  not  nutborlse  tbe  GommiBBloaer  to 
set  aside  a  formal  abandoDment  of  the  appUcatton  filed  by  tbe  applicant 
with  the  concurrence  ot  his  assignee. 

On  Petition. 

ball-bbabino  fob  shafts. 

Messrs.  Foster,  Freeman,  Watson  tf-  Coit  for  the  applicant. 

BiLLiNOS,  Assistant  Commissioner; 

This  is  a  petition  for  the  revival  of  an  application  which  had  been 
expressly  abandoned  by  means  of  a  written  declaration.  The  record 
shows  that  this  application  was  filed  on  September  24,  1907.  Upon 
November  14,  1907,  a  paper  was  filed  which  was  dated  October  29, 
1907,  and  signed  by  the  applicant  and  also  by  the  assignee  of  record, 
^tating  that — 

We,  the  aiq)tlcant  for  a  patoit  as  above,  and  aBstgnee  of  such  application 
respectively,  desire  to  withdraw  and  abandon  such  application  and  ask  that  the 
same  Shall  be  considered  withdrawn  and  abandoned  accordinElj. 

On  October  29,  1908,  this  applicant  and  assignee  filed  a  paper 
requesting  the  cancelation  of  the  formal  withdrawal  and  abandon- 
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moit  which  they  signed  on  October  29,  1907,  and  that  the  case  be 
reinstated  and  action  taken  thereon  by  the  Office. 

Section  4894,  Revised  Statutes,  is  as  follows : 

All  applications  tor  patoits  eball  be  completed  and  prepared  for  examination 
witliin  one  year  after  tbe  Bllng  of  tbe  application,  and  la  deftult  tbereof,  or 
upon  failure  of  tbe  applicant  to  prosecute  tbe  same  wltbln  one  year  after  any 
action  tbereln,  of  wblcb  notice  shall  Lbtc  been  given  to  tbe  applicant,  tbey  sball 
be  regarded  as  abandoned  by  tbe  parties  tbereto,  unless  it  be  shown  to  the 
BatlBtaction  of  tbe  CommlssionCT  of  Patents  that  such  delay  was  unavoidable. 

This  section  of  the  statute  merely  gives  the  Commissioner  authority 
to  hold  that  an  application  is  not  abandoned  by  failure  to  prosecute 
the  same  within  one  year  from  the  date  of  the  last  Office  action  upon 
a  satisfactory  showing  that  such  delay  was  unavoidable,  but  it  does 
not  authorize  him  to  set  aside  a  formal  abandonment  of  the  applica^ 
tioD  filed  by  the  applicant  himself. 

The  petition  it  denied. 


PlCKARD    V,    ASHTON    AND    CuHTIS. 

Decided  .Vorcmfter  li,  1908. 

137  O.  G.,  97T. 

InTEBFEBENCE — iNTEBLOCuToay'  Atpeal — Motion     to    Transmit     Motion     to 

Dissolve. 

Tbe  question  of  transmitting  motions  to  dissolve  should  be  left  lankly 

to  the  discretion  of  tbe  Examiner  of  Interferences,  and  where  he  grants  a 

motion  to  transmit  his  decision  will  not  be  disturbed  unless  It  be  clearly 

shown  that  snch  discretion  has  been  abused. 

On  Petition. 

OSCILLATlOn-BECEITES. 

-Vr.  PhUip  Famsworth  and  Messrs.  Meyers,  Ctishman  c6  Rea  for 
Pickard. 
Mr.  J.  OdeU  Fowler  for  Ashton  and  Curtis. 

BnxiNOS,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  case  comes  up  on  petition  by  Ashton  and  Curtis  to  remand 
to  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  a  motion  to  dissolve  filed  by 
Pickard  in  order  that  the  latter  may  be  required,  if  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences  so  decides,  to  point  out  the  appropriateness  of  the 
references  to  the  issue  and  the  manner  in  which  it  is  proposed  to 
combine  such  references. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  on  October  8, 1908,  Pickard  filed  a 
motion  for  dissolution,  which  motion  was  transmitted  to  the  Ex- 
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aminer  of  Interferences  on  October  6.  On  October  8  Ashton  and 
Curtis  filed  a  motion  asking  for  a  rehearing  of  the  decision  of  Octo- 
ber 6,  1908,  on  the  ground  that  Pickard's  moticHi  of  October  3  had 
not  been  served  upon  them.  This  motion  for  rehearing  vas  denied 
by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  on  October  12,  and  the  present 
petition  seeks  a  review  of  that  decision. 

For  the  same  reasons  which  apply  to  motions  to  amend  prelimi- 
nary statements  (Smith  and  Wickes  v.  Emeraan,  v.  Sanders,  ante, 
97;  133  O.  G.,  1433)  and  to  motions  with  respect  to  the  taking  of 
testimony  {Goodfellow  v.  Jolly,  C.  D.,  1905,  105;  115  O.  G.,  10G4) 
the  question  of  transmitting  motions  to  dissolve  should  be  left  largely 
to  the  discretion  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences,  and  where  he 
grants  a  motion  to  transmit  his  decision  will  not  be  disturbed  unless 
it  be  clearly  shown  that  such  discretion  has  been  abused. 

The  motion  of  October  8,  which  is  entitled,  "  a  motion  for  rehear- 
ing," was,  in  effect,  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  decision  of  October  6 
for  lack  of  service  of  Pickard's  motion.  As  no  abuse  of  discretion 
on  the  part  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  has  been  shown  in 
holding  that  the  reasons  gi%'en  were  not  sufficient  to  justify  the  set- 
ting aside  of  his  prior  decision,  the  decision  of  October  12  will  not  be 
disturbed. 

Furthermore,  the  reasons  set  up  in  the  present  petition  why  the 
motion  should  be  remanded  to  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  relate 
in  the  most  part  to  the  merits  of  that  motion  and  are  questions  which 
should  be  presented  before  the  Primary  Examiner,  and  not  before 
the  Examiner  of  Interferences. 

The  petition  is  denied. 


Ahbbican   Steah  Packing  Company   r.   H.   W.  Johnb-Manville 

CoMPANr. 

Decided  Tiovcmbcr  11,  190S. 
137  O.  G..  978. 

TBADK-MaBKS DESCBIFTtTE    WOBDB    PBIKTED    IN    FANCIFUL    IiETT^ EtZtXIIBITM 

Use. 
Tbe  fact  that  the  mark  used  by  applicant  lor  registration  Is  printed  In 
fanciful  letters  Held  iDsuffident  to  Justify  the  reglstratlop  of  the  same 
under  the  "  ten-years"  clause  of  the  Trade-Miirk  Act  of  February  20,  1905, 
where  said  mark  Is  not  so  unlike  a  word  used  on  its  goods  by  tbe  opposer 
AS  to  iirevenf  confusion  in  the  nilnd  of  tbe  public,  eitlnj;  Thr  Natural  Food 
Compantf  v.  Wllllamx  (i>oiit.  330:  133  O.  C.  232)  and  Kentuckv  DMitlrHfn 
and  Warehnuxe  Company  v.  Old  Lexington  Club  DUtitUno  Company,  i.po4t, 
417;  I3S  O,  U.,  220.) 
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APFKAb  from  the  Examiner  of  Interferences. 

ASBESTOS   ENOIHE    AND    UACHtNEKY    FACKINO. 

Mr.  William  L.  Morris  and  Messrs.  Sicuart  rf'  Steuart  for  American 
Steam  Packing  Company. 
Mr.  A.  Parker-Smith  for  H.  W.  Johns-Man ville  Company. 

BiLLiNos,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  H.  W.  Johns-Manville  Company  from  a 
decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  sustaining  the  opposition 
of  the  American  Steam  Packing  Company  and  holding  that  the  ap- 
plicant is  not  entitled  to  register  the  mark  for  which  it  has  made 
application.  Applicant  states  in  his  brief  that  his  mark  consists — 
of  B  fasctlnl  form  of  lettera  Bliown  In  tbe  drawing  as  a  trade-mark  for  aibestoa 
engine  and  machinery  packing — 

and  that — 

tbe  fanclfnl  and  arbitrary  features  of  tbe  mark  are  tbe  representation  of  tbe 
letters  of  tbe  word  "  Aebeetos "  lu  fibrous  form  Intended  to  suggest  that  they 
are  made  of  asbestos  flbers,  and  the  Intermlngtlug  of  tbe  letters  "T-B-A-D-K- 
M-A-R-K  ■'  between  the  fanciful  letters  "  A-S-B-E-S-T-0-S." 

No  testimony  was  taken;  but  it  was  stipulated  by  and  between 
counsel  for  the  respective  parties  that  the  opposer,  the  American 
Steam  Packing  Company,  or  its  predecessors  in  business  have  con- 
tinuously for  about  thirty-five  years  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  oppo- 
sition tised  the  word  "  Asbestos  "  to  designate  engine  and  machinery 
packing  made  and  sold  by  it ;  that  the  applicant,  the  H.  W.  Johns- 
Manville  Company,  or  its  predecessors  in  business  have  used  and  had 
exclusive  use  of  the  word  "  Asbestos  "  written  or  printed  as  shown  in 
the  attached  exhibits;  that  said  word  as  written  or  printed  has  been 
used  by  applicant  or  its  predecessors  in  connection  with  the  shipment 
and  sale  of  asbestos  en^ne  and  machinery  packing  from  the  years 
1868  to  1876  and  later. 

The  form  shown  in  tbe  exhibits  is  the  fanciful  form  of  letters  above 
described. 

Applicant  contended  before  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  that  he 
was  entitled  to  register  the  mark  shown  in  his  drawings  both  as  a 
technical  trade-mark  and  under  the  ten-year  clause.  On  this  appeal, 
however,  he  insists  merely  that  he  has  had  exclusive  use  of  the  par- 
ticular mark  shown  in  his  drawings  for  more  than  ten  years  prior  to 
the  passage  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  1905,  and  therefore  was  entitled 
to  register  the  same  under  the  "  ten-year  "  proviso  of  that  act.  He 
contends,  fnrther,  that  the  opposer  had  no  standing  in  this  cftse,  since 
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it  did  not  appear  that  he  had  ever  used  the  word  "  Asbestos  "  as  a 
trade-mark,  but  merely  as  a  descriptive  tenn  applied  to  engine  and 
machinery  packing. 

In  the  decision  by  the  court  of  appeals  in  The  Natural  Food  Com- 
fany  v.  WilUama  {post,  320;  133  O.  G.,  232;  30  App.  D.  C,  348)  the 
Court  said: 

The  evidence  aboTe  briefly  reviewed,  we  tblnk,  clearly  establishes  the  fiict  that 
appellant  was  not  the  eiclualve  user  of  these  words  during  the  ten-years  period. 
No  claim  la  made  of  any  atttempt  on  the  part  of  WilUamB  to  deceive  the  public, 
or  that  the  product  of  bis  machines  Is  not  In  foct  as  much  entitled  to  be  called 
shredded  whole  wheat  as  Is  the  product  of  appellant's  machines.  That  he  did 
not  use  the  words  as  a  trade-mark,  but  merely  In  a  descriptive  sense  is  of  no 
moment — 

and  in  the  case  of  Kentucky  Distilleries  <fe  Warehouse  Company  v. 
Old  Lexington  Club  Distilling  Company  (post,  417;  135  O.  G.,  220; 
31  App.  D.  C,  223)  the  Court  also  stated: 

Where  two  marks  are  so  nearly  identical  as  to  tend  to  confuse  and  mislead 
the  public,  neither  la  entitled  to  reglalratlon,  even  nnder  the  toi-year  clause  of 
the  net  of  1905. 

Applying  the  principles  announced  in  these  two  decisions  to  the 
present  case,  it  is  clear  that  the  holding  of  the  Examiner  was  right. 
Applicant's  mark,  it  is  true,  consists  of  the  word  "  Asbestos  "  the  let- 
ters of  which  are  written  in  a  certain  fanciful  form  and  combined 
with  the  letters  of  the  word  "  Trade-mark ;  "  but  this  mark  is  not  so 
different  from  the  mere  word  "Asbestos"  that  there  would  not  be  a 
likelihood  of  confusion  between  the  mark  and  the  word  used  by  the 
opposer,  especially  as  applicant's  goods  would  necessarily  be  known 
as  "asbestos  packing."  Furthermore,  under  the  decision  of  The  Nat- 
ural Food  Company  v.  Williatns,  supra,  the  fact  that  the  opposer  did 
not  use  this  word  as  a  trade-mark,  but  used  it  merely  as  a  descriptive 
term  to  designate  his  product,  is  of  no  moment,  and  he  was  clearly 
entitled  to  file  the  opposition. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  is  a0rmed. 


Ex  PARTE  LOVISUDGE. 

Decided  January  16,  1907. 

137  O.  G„  978. 

Patektabhity— SuBsnruTiOii  of  Material. 

The  Bubatltution  of  a  rubber-covered  roller  for  a  metal-covered  roller  in  a 
machtne  for  winding  wire  or  tliread  onto  a  spool  Held  to  Involve  merely 
the  substitution  of  one  well-luiown  material  for  another. 

,,Cooglc 
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Affbai.  from  Examiners-in-Chief. 


Mea»n.  Barton,  Tanner  c6  Folk  for  the  appellant. 

MooBE,  Commissioner: 

Thifi  is  ui  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Examiners-in-Chief  refus- 
ing the  allowance  of  the  following  claims : 

1.  In  a  DMuniet-wtndlnc  machine  for  Inflnlnted  wire,  tbe  combination  with  a 
q^ool-rotatlng  mecbanlBm,  of  a  guldlng-roller  for  applying  tbe  wire  to  the  spool 
Mid  roller  havine  a  rim  of  hard  rubber  with  a  groove  In  tbe  central  portion  of 
Its  periphery  through  which  the  wire  is  led  to  tbe  epool,  the  periphery  of  said 
roller  adjacent  to  said  groore  being  adapted  as  the  roller  is  advanced  In  either 
direction  to  engage  one  or  more  of  the  convolutions  last  laid,  a  carriage  for  the 
roller  arranged  to  preM  tbe  same  continuously  against  the  spool,  and  traverse 
mechanism  for  reciprocating  said  carriage  to  move  the  roller  to  and  fro  along 
the  Bi>ool. 

2.  A  gnldlng-roller  for  winding-machines  comprising  a  central  body  portion  of 
metal  and  a  rim  of  hard  mbber,  said  rim  having  a  number  of  grooves  In  It« 
periphery,  adapted  to  fit  the  convolutions  of  wire  on  a  spool. 

The  references  are:  Manchester  and  Bolen,  January  5,  1875,  No. 
158,427;  Hill,  October  22, 1889,  No.  413,447. 

The  gist  of  the  alleged  invention  lies  in  the  substitution  of  a  roller 
covered  with  hard  rubber  for  the  metal  traversing  roller  previously 
employed  in  winding-machines  for  winding  wire  or  thread  onto  a 
spool.  The  view  taken  by  the  lower  tribunals  that  this  substitution 
did  not  amount  to  invention  is  believed  to  be  correct. 

That  the  substitution  of  one  material  for  another  may  involve 
invention  cannot  be  questioned.  One  of  the  latest  cases  on  this  point 
is  that  of  George  Frost  Company  v.  Cokn,  reported  in  119  Fed.  Bep., 
505,  wherein  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Second  Circuit,  in 
a  weU-considered  opinion,  held  that  the  substitution  of  a  rubber  but- 
ton or  of  a  button  having  a  rubber  shank  for  the  metal  button  of  the 
prior  art  amounted  to  invention.  Appellant  seeks  to  bring  this  case 
within  the  reasoning  of  that  decision;  but  it  is  believed  that  the 
conditions  are  entirely  different  and  warrant  the  opposite  conclusion. 
In  that  case  the  prior  art  showed  that  for  fifteen  years  prior  to  the 
production  of  the  invention  there  under  consideration  inventors  had 
sou^t  to  overcome  the  objections  incident  to  the  old  construction  and 
that  their  efforts  were  unsuccessful.  It  appears  from  an  afRdavit 
filed  by  appellant  that  he  is  the  first  to  produce  a  commercially  suc- 
cessful automatic  machine  to  wind  fine  insulated  wire  onto  spools; 
that  in  adapting  to  his  purpose  the  machines  for  winding  thread  and 
yam  of  the  prior  art  having  metal  guide-roUers  he  found  that  the 
metal  roller  injured  the  insulation.  He  thereupon  used  a  rubber- 
«M25— H.  Doc.  1349. 60-3 17 
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rimmed  roller,  by  which  the  objection  was  overcome.  If  the  metal 
roller  was  so  hard  as  to  cut  the  insulation,  it  would  seem  but  an 
obvious  thing  to  substitute  therefor  rubber,  whose  properties  were 
well  known.  That  the  remedy  is  an  obvious  one  seems  to  be  borne 
out  by  the  affidavit  referred  to,  which  indicates  that  the  proper 
remedy  suggested  itself  as  soon  as  the  difficulty  was  observed. 

As  bearing  on  the  question  of  patentability,  appellant  has  sub- 
mitted affidavits  tending  to  show  that  many  machines  embodying 
his  invention  have  been  built  and  are  now  used  in  the  factory  of  his 
assignee.  Evidence  of  this  character  is  considered  only  when  the 
question  of  patentability  is  in  doubt.  As  I  am  of  the  opinion  that 
the  question  here  presented  is  free  from  doubt,  such  affidavits  need 
not  be  further  considered. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiners-in-Chief  is  a^rmed. 


RlDOWAr   V.   TlLYOU. 

DecldeA  October  28,  1908. 
137  O.   G..  079. 

IlTTEBrEBERCE PSELIUIttABT    STATEUEKT— AUENDUEKT. 

A  motion  to  amend  a  prelimiDair  Btatement  wt)l  not  be  granted  In  the 
absence  of  a  valid  grooud  tberefor,  even  ttaougb  the  proposed  ameodmcnt 
does  not  seek  to  cbange  tbe  sequence  of  dates  set  np  originally  bj  tbe 
reepectlve  parties. 

Appeal  on  Motion. 


Messrs.  Crosby  o6  Greffory  for  Ridgway. 
Messrs.  Frotkingkam  <&  Wentwortk  for  Tilyou. 

Billings,  Acting  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Ridgway  from  a  decision  of  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences  denying  his  motion  to  amend  his  preliminary  state- 
ment. 

The  affidavits  filed  with  the  motion  and  the  brief  of  counsel  have 
been  carefully  considered,  and  no  reason  is  seen  for  holding  that  the 
Examiner  of  Interferences  was  in  error  in  his  conclusion  that  the 
alleged  mistake  was  one  of  law,  and  therefore  not  such  as  to  entitle 
Ridg\vay  to  amend  his  statement.  {Miller  v.  WaUaee,  C.  D.,  1907, 
391;  131  O.  G.,  1689.) 

Furthermore,  if  the  mistake  was,  as  contended  by  Ridgway,  one 
of  fact  and  not  of  law  it  was  not  such  a  mistake  as  would  justify 
the  granting  of  the  motion,  since  Ridgway  was  in  possession  of  all  the 
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facts  which  he  now  desires  to  set  up  at  the  time  he  made  his  original 
statement.    (Soley  v.  Peck  et  al.,  C.  D.,  1903,  259;  105  O.  G.,  1262.) 

It  is  contended  on  behalf  of  Ridgway  that,  since  the  sequence  of 
the  dates  set  up  by  the  two  parties  is  not  changed  in  the  proposed 
amendment,  the  motion  should  be  granted  in  order  that  no  presump- 
tion unfavorable  to  Ridgway  may  be  drawn  due  to  the  fact  that  the 
dates  which  he  proves  will  not  be  the  same  as  those  which  he  alleged. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  sequence  of  dates  is  unaltered  is  not  of  itself 
ground  for  granting  the  motion.  Moreover,  the  discrepancy  between 
the  original  statement  and  the  proofs  would  exist  whether  the  motion 
was  grante^  or  not,  and  the  bringing  of  the  motion  would  tend  as 
much  to  avoid  any  unfavorable  presumption  being  drawn  therefrom 
in  the  one  case  as  in  the  other. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  U  affirmed. 


LiowsEN  V.  Allen  Brothers  Compant, 

Decided  October  30,  1908. 

1ST  O.  O.,  9T9. 

TKADE-MABKa — Irtebtebeitce — Pbtobitt. 

In  a  trade-mark  interference  whtcb  Involves  only  applications  for  regls- 
tration  If  no  (eMlmony  Is  taken  priority  of  adoption  and  uae  will  be  ren- 
dered in  favor  of  the  senior  party. 

Appeal  from  Examiner  of  Interferences. 

THAOE-UABK    FOB    CANNED    GOODS. 

Mr.  Arthur  P.  Greeley  for  Exiwden. 

Mr.  John  W.  Battin  for  Allen  Brothers  Company. 

BiLUNOS,  Acting  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Lowden  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences  awarding  priority  of  adoption  and  use  to  Allen 
Brothers  Company  and  holding  that  it  was  entitled  to  the  re^stra- 
tioD  of  the  mark  for  which  it  had  made  application. 

The  grounds  of  appeal  are  as  follows : 

1.  The  Examiner  In  cbarge  of  interferences  erreS  in  finding  that  Allen 
Brothers  Company  Is  entitled  to  ttie  registration  for  whlcb  it  has  made  appli- 
cation. 

2.  The  Examiner  in  charge  of  Interferences  erred  in  awarding  priority  of 
adoption  and  use  of  the  trade-mark  In  Issue  to  Allen  Brothers  Company. 

3.  The  Examiner  In  charge  of  Interferences  erred  in  deciding  the  above- 
entitled  case  In  favor  of  Allen  Brothers  Company. 

No  reasons  were  given,  either  orally  or  in  brief,  why  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences  eired  in  his  decision,  and  there  being  no  testimony 
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this  fact  of  itaelf  would  be  sufficient  ground  for  affirming  the  de- 
cisi(m. 

It  may  be  stated,  however,  that  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  was  based  on  the  well-settled  practice  of  the  Office  that 
where  two  applications  for  registration  are  in  interference  the  burden 
of  proof  is  upcm  the  jiinior  party  to  establish  a  date  of  adoption  and 
use.  Where  the  junior  of  two  applicants  takes  testimony  and  estab- 
lishes adoption  of  the  mark  in  issue  and  continuous  u9e  subsequent 
thereto  and  the  senior  party  takes  no  testimony,  a  deci8i<Hi  is  rendered 
in  favor  of  the  junior  party,  whether  such  date  be  prior  to  the  senior 
party's  filing  date  or  not;  but  where  neither  party  take$  testimtmy 
a  decision  cannot  in  such  event  be  rendered  in  favor  of  the  junior 
party,  since  he  has  not  overcome  the  burden  upon  him  of  establish- 
ing a  date  of  adoption  and  use,  the  ex  parte  oath  in  his  applicfttiou 
not  being  sufficient  to  establish  such  date. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  is  afj^inned. 


Blackhore  v.  Hall. 
Decided  October  2.1.  I90S. 
137  O.  G..  1237. 
Ihtebfebbhci: — ADUtsstoit  or  Testuiont  Fuxd  Late— Appkaj,. 

No  appeal  wHI  be  entertained  from  a  decldon  of  the  Examiner  of  Inter- 
ferencee  grantlag  a  motion  to  admit  teatlmonr  the  prlDted  copies  of  which 
were  not  filed  within  the  time  required  by  the  rule. 

On  Petition, 


Mr.  J.  R.  Nottingham  for  Blackmore. 
Mr.  Joseph  B.  Hall  per  ae, 

MooBE,  Commissioner: 

This  case  comes  up  on  petition  by  Hall  from  the  decision  of  the 
Examiner  of  Interferences  granting  Blackmore^s  motion  to  admit 
and  consider  his  testimony,  and  on  appeal  by  Hall  from  his  decision 
denying  Hall's  motion  for  judgment.  Hall  also  states  that  he  ap- 
peals from  the  Examiner  of  Interferences's  tacit  ignoring  of  his  mo- 
tion to  have  Blackmore  produce  the  books  of  the  concern  which 
printed  his  testimony.' 

It  appears  that  Blackmore  did  not  file  the  printed  copies  of  his 
testimony  until  the  day  set  for  final  hearing.  He  thereafter  made  a 
motion  to  have  the  testimony  entered  and  considered,  and  Hall  made 
a  motion  for  judgment  on  the  record  and  a  motion  that  Blackmore 
be  required  to  produce  the  books  of  the  concern  which  printed  his  tes- 
timony as  proof  that  they  were  printed  and  delivered  to  him  more 
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than  ten  days  before  the  day  set  for  final  hearing,  as  alleged.  The 
Examiner  of  Interferences  granted  Blackmore's  motion  and  denied 
Hall's. 

It  is  well  settled  that  no  appeal  lies  from  a  decision  of  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences  denying  a  motion  for  judgment  on  the  record. 
(Lemp  V.  Sandall  and  Boies  v.  Thomson,  C.  D.,  1906, 42;  120  O.  G., 
905.)  It  is  also  settled  that  no  appeal  will  be  allowed  from  his  de- 
cision setting  aside  a  record  judgment  and  fixing  a  time  for  final 
hearing  or  from  a  decision  refusing  to  suppress  testimony.  {O'Brien 
V.  Gale  V.  Zimmer  v.  Calderwood,  ante,  74;  133  O.  G.,  514;  Deitsch 
Brothers  v.  Loonen,  C.  D.,  1907,  413;  131  O.  G.,  2146.)  For  similar 
reasons  to  those  on  which  these  decisions  are  based  it  is  thought  no 
appeal  should  be  allowed  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Inter- 
ferences admitting  testim<Hiy  which  was  not  filed  within  the  time  re- 
quired by  the  rule. 

As  to  the  Examiner  of  Interferences's  apparent  failure  to  decide 
Hall's  motion  to  require  Blackmore  to  produce  the  books  of  the 
printer,  since  this  was  merely  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  Black- 
more's  excuse  for  the  delay  in  filing  the  printed  copies  of  his  t^ti- 
mony  was  not  sufficient,  the  action  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences 
in  granting  Blackmore's  motion  was  a  holding  that  the  excuse  offered 
by  Blackmore  for  his  delay  was  sufficient  and  was  in  effect  a  denial 
of  Hall's  motion  that  Blackmore  be  required  to  furnish  further  proof 
on  this  point.  It  is  therefore  immaterial  that  the  decision  did  not 
specifically  state  that  this  motion  of  Hall's  was  denied. 

The  petition  and  appeals  are  dismissed. 


Ex  PAKTE  Society  pour  t,e  Commerce  de  The  K  &  C  Popoff  Freres. 

Decided  November  17,  t908. 

137  O.  G..  1237. 

TaASB-MABKS — OoAT-or-ARHa  of  a  Voanoit  Natioh. 

A  trade-mark  coniprMiis  the  coat-of-armB  of  a  foreign  coantr;  Is  Dot 
r^lstrable  uoder  tbe  provisloiis  of  Mction  5  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  1906, 
even  though  registration  of  said  mark  has  been  allowed  In  such  foreign 
country. 

On  Appeal. 

tkadr-m akk  for  tea. 

Messrt.  Munn  &  Co.  for  the  applicants. 

Moore,  Commissio?ier: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade- 
Marks  refusing  to  register  a  trade-mark. 
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The  ground  of  the  refusal  vas  that  the  mark  includes  the  Russian 
coat-of-arms  and  that  its  registration  is  therefore  prohibited  by  sec- 
tion 5  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  February  20, 1905. 

This  section  reads,  in  part,  as  follows : 

Sec.  5.  That  no  marb  by  wblch  the  goods  of  the  owner  of  the  mark  may  be 
dlBtlngulBbed  from  other  goods  of  the  same  class  shall  be  refused  registration 
U.I  a  trade-mark  on  account  of  the  nature  of  such  mark  unless  such  mark — 

(a)  Consists  of  or  comprlaes  immoral  or  scandalous  matter; 

1 6 )  Consists  of  or  comprises  the  flag  or  coat-of-anua  or  other  Insignia  of  the 
rnlted  States,  or  any  simulation  thereof,  or  of  any  State  or  muDtclpallty,  or  of 
nny  Foreign  nation. 

It  is  contended  on  behalf  of  applicants  that  this  section  does  not 
positively  prohibit  registration  of  a  coat-of-arms  of  a  foreign  nation, 
but  merely  indicates  that  registration  may  be  refused  on  the  ground 
that  it  includes  such  coat-of-arms  and  that,  since  the  Russian  Govern- 
ment has  given  applicants  permission  to  use  the  Russian  coat-of-arms 
as  their  trade-mark,  as  appears  from  certain  documents  on  file,  regis- 
tration should  not  be  refused. 

It  is  true  that  the  section  does  not  say  that  registration  shall  be 
refused  wherever  the  mark  consists  of  or  comprises  a  coat-of-arms  of 
a  foreign  nation ;  but  it  is  evident  that  the  section  with  reference  to 
such  coats-of-arms  was  intended  to  be  mandatory.  The  section  states 
that  registration  shall  not  be  refused — 
"     •    •  unless  the  mark — 

(a)  Consists  of  or  comprises  Immoral  or  scandalous  matter; 

(B)  Consists  of  or  comprises  the  flag  or  coat-of-arms  •  •  •  of  any  foreign 
nation. 

There  would  be  no  more  reason  for  holding  the  latter  clause  to  be 
pennissive  than  the  first,  and  it  is  self-evident  that  it  was  never  in- 
tended that  a  mark  comprising  scandalous  or  immoral  matter  might 
be  registered. 

It  is  further  contended  that  since  applicants  have  registered  their 
mark  in  Russia  they  are  entitled  to  registration  in  the  United  States 
under  a  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Russia  concluded  Janu- 
ary 27, 1868,  and  proclaimed  October  15, 1868,  article  1  of  which  reads 
as  follows: 

Article  1.  With  regard  to  trade-marks  of  goods  or  of  their  packages,  and 
also  Witt)  regard  to  marks  of  manufacture  and  of  trade,  the  citizens  of  the 
T'nited  States  of  America  shall  enjoy  in  Russia,  and  Rnsalan  subjects  shall 
«'njoy  In  the  United  States,  the  same  protection  as  native  dtizena 

It  appears,  however,  from  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney-General  of 
the  United  States  published  in  C.  D.,  1889,  253 ;  47  O.  G.,  398,  that 
such  a  treaty  is  not  self-executing,  and  as  no  legislation  has  been 
created  to  carry  it  into  effect  applicants  cannot  be  held  to  be  entitled 
in  ivgi*triition  on  this  ground.    In  this  connection  attention  is  called 
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to  ex  parte  Z-wack  (&  Company,  (C.  D.,  1896,  683;  76  O.  G.,  1855)  in 
which  a  mark  was  refused,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  applicant 
had  registered  its  mark  in  a  foreign  country  which  was  a  member  of 
the  InterDatiooaL  Convention. 

It  must  be  heldf  therefore,  that  the  action  of  the  Examiner  was 
right,  amd  it  is  accordingly  a;f^rmed. 


Ex  PARTE  ClOLFI. 

DecMed  November  ZS.  1908. 

187  O.  O.,  1238. 

ABAKMHUBifT — Pbeviotis  Action  Not  Taken  Tim.  Ehd  of  Statdtobt  Pekkw — 
Showiho  Rkquired. 
Wbere  It  appears  tliat  for  several  yeani  action  npon  the  case  baa  been 
Intrntlouallr  delayed  until  tbe  latter  part  of  the  period  allowed  b;  law 
wltbln  wblcta  to  take  aucb  action,  failure  to  file  an  amendment  wltbln  tbe 
Btatntory  period  after  the  last  Office  action  can  be  considered  unavotdable 
only  Id  view  of  circumstances  of  a  compelling  nature  wblcb  prevented 
sDCh  action. 

On  PermoN. 


Messrs.  Thurston,  c6  Bates  and  Messrs.  Foutst&  Hull  for  the  applicant. 

MooBE,  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  to  revive  an  abandoned  application  which  be- 
came abandoned  on  November  5,  1908.  It  appears  from  the  affidavit 
of  J.  P.  Hull,  a  member  of  the  firm  of  Fonts  &  Hull,  attorneys  of 
record  in  the  case,  that  on  October  28,  1908,  said  Hull  prepared  an 
amendment  to  this  application,  which  is  submitted  with  tiiis  peti- 
tion, and  placed  the  same  on  the  mailing  desk,  from  which  amend- 
ments are  forwarded  to  the  Patent  Office;  but  that  through  an  over- 
sight the  amendment  was  not  discovered  until  November  6,  at  which 
time  the  application  was  abandoned.  The  record  shows  that  this 
application  was  filed  on  March  7,  1901,  was  acted  upon  by  the  Office 
April  12, 1904,  amended  April  10,  19D5,  acted  upon  by  the  Office  June 
27,  1905,  amended  June  25,  1906,  acted  upon  by  the  Office  July  30, 

1906,  amended  July  19,  1907,  acted  upon  by  the  Office  November  5, 

1907,  and,  according  to  the  applicant's  own  statement,  was  not  taken 
ap  again  for  action  on  the  part  of  the  applicant  until  October  28, 

1908,  It  thus  appears  that  for  four  years  action  upon  the  case  has 
been  intentionally  delayed  until  the  expiration  of  the  time  within 
which  amendments  are  required  by  law  to  save  the  case  from  aban- 
donment. 
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Where  an  applicant  delays  in  acting  upon  his  case  in  this  manner 
for  the  obvious  purpose  of  prolonging  the  life  of  the  esse  within  the 
Patent  Office,  failure  to  file  an  amendment  within  the  period  pre- 
scribed by  law  after  the  Office  action  can  be  excused  only  upon  a 
showing  of  compelling  reasons  which  prevented  action  upon  the 
case  within  the  prescribed  period.  The  mere  failure  to  forward  mn 
amendment  which  was  prepared  at  the  end  of  the  year  from  the 
Office  action  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  constitute  any  sufficient  show- 
ing of  unavoidable  delay  which  would  warrant  the  revival  of  an 
application  within  the  provisions  of  section  4894,  Revised  Statutes. 

The  petition  is  denied. 


MoFFATT  V.  Weiss. 

Decided  Fehruarv  11, 1908. 

13T  O.  0..  1481. 

I  UTEBFEMiNCE— Appeal  on  Pbiobity — pATCMTABiLrrr  or  Isstte. 

Wliere  In  an  InterfereDce  In  which  the  Junior  party  Ib  defeated  on  the 
record  the  Primary  Examtaer  held  the  lesae  patentable  and  the  E^amlners- 
In-Chlef  refused  to  make  a  reeommendation  that  the  same  fs  not  patentable:, 
there  Is  no  such  manifest  error  ae  wlU  warrant  the  consideration  of  tbU 
question  upon  appeal  on  priority  under  the  CommlBBloDer's  enperrlaory 
authority. 

Appeal  from  Examiners-in-Chief. 

BINDING   AND  FEEDING    UECHANISM    FOB  SEWIHO-MAOHlnnL 

Messrs.  Sturtevant  tfc  Mason  for  Moffatt. 
Mr.  Charles  McC.  Chapman  for  Weiss, 

Moore,  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Moffatt  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiners' 
in-Chief  affirming  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  ttiat 
he  is  not  the  prior  inventor  of  the  subject-matter  in  issue. 

Moffatt  in  his  preliminary  statement  alleged  a  date  of  conception 
subsequent  to  the  filing  date  of  Weiss,  the  senior  party.  In  response 
to  an  order  to  show  cause  why  judgment  should  not  be  rendered 
against  him  under  provisions  of  Rule  114  Moffatt  moved  to  dissolve 
the  interference,  alleging,  inter  alia,  that  the  issue  was  not  patentable 
to  either  party.  This  motion  was  denied  by  the  Primary  Examiner, 
and  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  thereupon  rendered  judgment  of 
priority  against  Moffatt. 

The  record  shows  that  on  appeal  to  the  Examiners-in-Chief  Moffatt 
did  not  contest  the  question  of  priority  of  invention,  but  urged  the 
non-Datentabilitv  of  the  issue  and  requested  the  Eiaminere-in-Chief 
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to  refer  the  case  to  the  Commissioner  under  the  provisions  of  Rule  126 
upon  the  groiuid  that  the  claims  in  issue  were  not  patentable.  The 
£xaminers-in- Chief  refused  to  tpake  this  recommendation. 

Moffatt  has  again  urged  the  non-patentability  of  the  issue  upon  this 
appeal  and  requests  consideration  thereof  under  the  exercise  of  my 
superroory  aathority.  The  question  raised  in  this  case  is  similar  to 
those  considered  in  the  Commissioner's  decisions  in  Sohey  v.  HoUclaw 
(C.  D.,  1905,  523;  119  O.  G.,  1922)  and  Potter  v.  Mcintosh,  (C.  D., 
1906, 56;  120  O.  G.,  1823,)  which  decisions  were  affirmed  by  the  Court 
of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  in  Sohey  v.  HoUelaw  (C.  D., 
1907, 465 ;  126  O.  G.,  3041)  and  Potter  v.  Mcintosh,  (C.  D.,  1907,  505; 
127  O.  G.,  1996.)  In  the  former  decision  the  court  stated  in  respect 
to  the  action  of  the  Commissioner  refusing  to  review  the  favorable 
decision  of  the  Examiner  in  respect  to  the  question  of  patentability : 

Tbe  Primary  Bxamlaera,  who  are  given  statutory  authority  to  decide  quea- 
tl<ais  of  patentability  are  under  the  supervision  of  the  Commlnloner  and  it 
would  Beem  to  be  not  only  hiB  right  but  his  duty  to  correct  any  manifest  error 
committed  by  any  of  the  Primary  B^amlnere  relative  to  tbe  patentability  of  a 
Kuppoeed  Invention,  of  of  the  right  of  an  applicant. to  claim  It  whenever  such 
error  was  called  to  his  attention.  To  warrant  any  action  on  his  part  In  such  a 
case  the  error  must,  we  tbtnk,  be  ao  groM  that  It  would  be  a  wrong  to  the 
public  to  permit  a  patent  to  Issue.  It  manifestly  ^ould  not  be  based  upon  a 
mere  difference  of  opinion.  The  rules  of  ttw  Patent  Office,  as  we  have  seen, 
provide  means  by  which  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  and  the  Esamlners-ln- 
CUef,  can,  In  an  Interference  proceeding,  express  their  opinion  upon  the  question 
of  tbe  patentability  of  tbe  IsBues  of  an  Interference  and  upon  kindred  queBtions. 

In  the  i»«sent  case  the  Primary  Examiner  has  twice  passed  upon 
the  patentability  of  the  claims  in  issue,  and  the  Examiners-in-Chief 
in  their  decision  indicate  that  they  have  carefully  considered  this 
matter  and  refused  to  recommend  that  the  issue  is  not  patentable.  In 
view  of  the  unanimity  of  the  lower  tribunals  in  holding  the  issue  of 
this  interference  patentable  there  is  no  such  manifest  error  as  would 
warrant  the  exercise  of  my  supervisory  authority.  It  is  urged  in 
behalf  of  Moffatt  that  the  decisi<»i  of  Podleaak  v.  Mclnnemey  (C.  D,, 
1906,  558;  120  O.  G.,  2127;  26  App.  D.  C,  399)  warrants  the  consid- 
eration of  the  Commissioner  in  this  case,  notwithstanding  the  deci- 
sions of  the  lower  tribunals.  The  Court  of  Appeals  said  in  respect  to 
this  question  in  the  case  of  Potter  v.  Mcintosh,  supra: 

Tbe  Commissioner  added  that  the  Primary  Examiner  had  twice  found  tbe 
Issne  to  be  patentable  and  whatever  objections  there  may  be  to  the  policy  and 
rule  prevHitlng  appeal  from  decisions  affirming  patentability  or  right  to  make 
claftna.  In  those  cases  where  affirmance  may  result  In  preventing  the  Issue  of 
a  patent  to  a  party  who,  In  tbe  event  of  a  contrary  decision,  might  have  been 
mlltled  thereto,  this  policy  and  rule  are  believed  to  be  In  accordance  with 
Bonnd  reasoD  and  unimpeachable  In  their  application  to  cases  Uke  tbe  present, 
where  the  would-be  appellant  upon  patentability  has  in  any  event  no  standing 
before  tbe  Office  aa  a  claimant  for  a  patent  upon  the  matter  in  question. 
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Upon  a  petition  by  Potter  for  rebearlng  hla  counsel  urge  tliat  tbe  decision 
of  this  court  Id  Podlesak  v.  Jfc/nnernej/  (C.  D.,  1906,  558;  120  O.  G.,  2127; 
26  App.  D.  C.  399)  sufflcientlf  supported  bis  contentioa,  and  the  CommlsslOQer 
adhered  to  hla  ruling  correctly  stating  that  tbe  consideration  of  the  queetiODS 
of  right  to  make  the  claim  in  Issue  and  of  Identity  of  Invention  was  nader- 
taken  by  the  court  because  tbe  appellant  In  that  case  came  before  than  seeking 
to  have  determined  bis  right  to  a  patent  to  which  be  was  apparently  Justly 
entitled  If  there  was  error  tn  tbe  decisions  below  holding  tbat  hla  opponent 
was  entitled  to  make  tbe  claim  In  issue  and  that  there  was  Interference  lu  tact. 
In  the  present  case  the  appellant  Is  admittedly  not  entitled  to  a  patent  on  the 
matter  in  Issue  and  as  was  poiated  out  tn  my  decision  in  this  case,  and  In  tbe 
case  of  Bobey  t.  HoUclaic,  no  good  reason  appears  for  heanng  at  this  time  Uie 
Brgnments  of  tbe  appellant  upon  the  pat«ntabllity  of  bis  oi^ioneut's  claims,  or 
for  reviewing  the  affirmative  decision  of  the  Primary  Esamlner  on  tbat  questkm. 

We  concur  in  this  very  satisfactory  exposition  of  the  view  which  this  court 
BO  recently  erpreseed  in  Bobey  v.  SoUdaw,  supra. 

There  are  no  special  circumstances  presented  in  this  case  which 
would  warrant  a  deviation  from  the  practice  announced  in  the 
decisions  above  cited. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner-in-Ckief  is  a^rmed. 


Ex  PARTE  Scott  Papee  Company 

Decided  July  18.  1908. 

137  O.  O.,  1482. 

1.  Tbadb-Mabks — Descbiptivi;— "  Bestok." 

Tbe  word  "Bestok"  Held  descriptive,  being  a  mere  mlsqielllng  of  tbe 
words  "  best  stock." 

2.  Same — Same — Same — Additioh  of  Abbftbakt  Featubeb. 

The  word  "Bestok"  being  descriptive  and  not  r^strable  alone,  it  Is 
not  rendered  registrable  by  the  association  therewith  of  the  minor  details 
of  an  ornamental  border  and  a  seal. 

On  Appeal. 

tbaoe-mabk  fob  toti.et-fapeb. 

Mr.  Rudolph  M.  Hunter  for  the  applicant. 

Moore,  Commisaioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  action  of  the  Examiner  in  refusing  to 
register  the  mark  shown  in  the  drawing  on  the  ground  that  it  is 
descriptive  of  the  character  and  quality  of  the  goods. 

The  prominent  feature  of  the  mark,  which  is  used  on  toilet-paper, 
is  the  word  "  Bestok."  The  word  is  evidently  a  mere  misspelling  of 
the  two  words  "  best  stock,"  which  words  are  clearly  descriptive  of 
the  goods  on  which  the  mark  is  used,  as  they  would  indicate  that  the 
paper  is  made  from  the  best  stock— that  is,  that  it  is  a  high-grade 
paper. 
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Appellant  contends  that  even  if  this  word  be  descriptive  the  mark 
as  a  whole  is  registrable  and,  further,  that  the  mark  has  lost  its 
descriptiveness  by  reason  of  the  peculiar  form  in  which  it  is  presented. 

It  is  well  settled  that  the  misspelling  of  descriptive  words  does  not 
render  them  less  descriptive,  nor  the  mark  consisting  of  such  mis- 
spelled words  registrable. 

The  distingnishing  feature  of  this  mark  and  the  name  by  which  the 
goods  will  probably  be  known  is  the  word  "  Bestok,"  and  as  the 
word  is  not  registrable  alone  the  mark  is  not  rendered  registrable  by 
the  association  therewith  of  the  minor  details  of  an  ornamental 
border  and  a  seal.  In  a  similar  case,  in  re  Cretcent  Typevmter 
Supply  Company,  {post,  318;  133  O-  G.,  231,)  the  court  of  appeals 
held  that  a  mark  consisting  of  the  word  "  Orient "  written  in  a 
peculiar  manner  and  surrounded  by  a  wreath  was  not  registrable, 
since  the  word  "  Orient "  is  geographical. 

T/ie  deeUiim  of  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks  is  affirmed. 


BhOWN    v.    FEBSENnEN. 

Decided  September  2i,  1908. 
137  O.  O..  1482. 

iHTEBFEaEHCE OmOINALITT — EVIDENCE ALLEGED        DI8CLOBTTBE        TO       OFPOBINQ 

Pabty  Thbocob  Aoent. 
Where  the  Junior  party  testlfled  that  he  disclosed  the  Invention  to  the 
senior  party  through  the  latter's  agrait,  wliich  is  denied  by  the  senior 
party,  the  failure  of  the  senior  party  to  call  the  agent  to  corroborate  hie 
testimony  does  not  raise  a  presumption  In  favor  of  the  Junior  party  of 
safflclmt  force  to  dlspeusc  with  proof  to  corroborate  his  allegations. 

Appeai.  from  Examiners- in -Chief. 


AEBIAL   rOB   WIRELESS 

Mr.  George  C.  Wing  for  Brown. 

Mr.  Francis  W.  H.  Clay  for  Fessenden. 

BiLLiNos,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Brown  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiners- 
in-Chief  reversing  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  and 
awarding  priority  of  invention  to  Fessenden  on  the  following  issue: 

1.  An  aerial  for  the  transmission  and  receipt  of  electro-magnetic  wave  energy. 
conaLstln£  of  a  crlindrlcal  structure  insulated  at  Its  base  from  the  grouDd  and 
itaelf  forming  the  whole  or  a  portion  of  the  aatennte. 

2.  An  aerial  for  the  traDsmlssloa  and  receipt  of  electro-magnetic  wave  mergy, 
Q  cylindrical  structure  fonned  of  longitudinal  sections,  Insulated  at  Its  base 
from  ttie  ground  and  itaelf  forming  the  whole  or  n  portion  of  the  antenuie. 
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3.  An  aerial  for  tlie  transmiBBlon  and  receipt  of  ^ectro-magnetlc  ware  energy 
conslstlDg  of  a  cftlridrlcat  structtire  bavtng  Its  support  formed  of  InimlHtlrg 
material  aod  having  lateral  guys  Insulated  from  the  aerial  and  from  ground. 

4.  An  aerial  for  tlie  traoBmlaston  and  receipt  of  electro-magoetic  energy  con- 
elgtfng  of  u  series  of  connected  secttona  forming  a  portion  of  the  antennte  and 
a  group  or  crown  of  wires  aupported  by  the  itructure, 

5.  An  aerial  for  the  tranamfsaion  and  receipt  of  eleetro-mftgnetlc  energy 
having  In  combination  a  base,  a  cylindrical  structure  baTlns  a  pivotal  support 
on  the  base  and  guys  for  holding  the  structure  In  a  vertical  position  said  struc- 
ture forming  the  whole  or  a  portion  of  the  antenn». 

S.  An  aerial  for  the  transmission  and  receipt  of  electro-magnettc  wave  energy 
having  In  combination  a  base  Including  therein  an  inmlatlng-MCdon,  a  metallic 
vertical  portion  baying  a  pivotal  suppcurt  on  the  base  above  the  Insalattns- 
sectlon,  and  guys  Insulated  from  the  metallic  portion  and  from  ground  tot 
holding  the  metallic  portion  in  a  vertical  position. 

7.  An  aerial  for  the  transmission  aud  receipt  of  electro-magnetic  wave  energy 
having  in  combination  a  base,  a  metallic  vertical  portion  having  a  pivotal 
support  on  the  base,  and  guys  for  holding  the  metallic  portion  In  a  vertical 
position.  Bald  metallic  portion  forming  the  whole  or  a  portion  of  tlie  antnuue. 

8.  An  aerial  for  the  tranranlsslou  and  receipt  of  electro-roagnettc  wave  energy 
having  In  combination  a  base  having  Included  therein  an  Insulating-section, 
and  a  metallic  vertical  portion  resting  on  the  base  above  the  insulatlng-aectlon 
and  itself  forming  the  whole  or  a  portion  of  the  antamte. 

BrowD  claims  to  have  conceived  the  invention,  made  drawings 
thereof,  and  disclosed  it  to  others  on  December  2,  1904,  and  to  have 
reduced  it  to  practice  in  October,  1905.  Fessenden  claims  to  have 
conceived  the  invention,  made  drawings  thereof,  disclosed  it  to  others, 
and  reduced  it  to  practice  prior  to  March  30,  1904. 

The  circumstances  which  led  up  to  the  majdng  of  the  invention 
are  correctly  stated  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  as  follows : 

From  the  record  It  appears  that  In  1904.  Feaaendeo,  who  bad  been  aigaced 
for  a  number  of  years  In  wlreless-tel«sraphy  experiments,  was  onployed  In 
designing  apparatus  by  which  he  hoped  to  signal  across  the  Atlantic  Ocean. 
In  December,  1004.  he  sent  an  assistant,  Qlaubltz,  to  the  Brown  Hoisting 
Machinery  Company,  Cleveland.  Ohio,  of  which  company  the  junior  party  ta 
vice-president  and  general  manager,  to  secure  bids  for  the  constmction  of 
aerials  for  the  trans- Atlantic  telegraph  stations.  Brown  is  an  engineer  of 
wide  experience  In  designing  and  erecting  steel  strnctures  and  he  personally 
took  up  the  question  presented  by  Glaublts  as  to  whether  his  company  would 
undertake  to  build  such  a  structure  as  Fessenden  desired.  Several  interviews 
were  had  between  Brown  and  Glaubitz  and  later  twtweeu  Brown  and  Fessendem, 
and  tbo  result  was  that  the  Brown  Hoisting  Machinery  Company  constructed 
for  the  National  Electric  Signaling  Company,  of  which  company  Fessenden  waa 
general  manager,  two  masts  Involving  the  Issue.  The  qnesdon  to  be  here 
decided  Is  who  waa  the  Inventor  of  the  construction  exemplified  by  these  towers. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  found  that  Brown  had  established 
a  disclosure  of  the  invention  in  issne  to  Glaubitz,  Fesaenden's  repre- 
sentative, on  December  2,  1904,  and  that  Fessenden  had  not  proved 
that  prior  to  that  date  he  had  any  conception  of  the  invention  in 
issue.  He  held,  further,  that  Brown  having  e^ablished  a  prima  facie 
case  of  disclosure  to  Glaubitz,  Fessenden's  agent,  it  was  Fessenden's 
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duty  to  call  GUubitz  as  a  witoess  or  to  satisfactorily  explain  his 
failure  to  do  so,  and  that  having  failed  to  do  this  Brown's  allegations 
of  disclosure  to  Fessenden  through  Glaubitz  were  conclusive,  under 
the  doctrine  of  Winalow  v.  Austin,  (C.  D.,  1899,  301;  86  O.  0.,  2171; 
14  App.  D,  C,  137.) 

The  Examiners-in-Cbief  held  that  Brown  had  failed  to  overcome 
the  burden  of  proof  resting  on  him  to  prove  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt  that  he,  and  not  Fessenden;,  was  the  original  inventor,  stating 
that  the  failure  to  call  Glaubitz  raised  no  more  presumption  against 
Fessenden  than  against  Brown,  as  Brown's  testimony  that  he  told 
Glaubitz  tJiat  the  structure  itself  could  be  used  as  the  aerial  was  not 
corroborated. 

As  pointed  out  by  the  Examiners-in-Chief  the  invention  in  issue  is 
not  merely  a  cylindrical  mast  guyed  and  insulated  at  its  base  from  the 
ground,  but  is  such  a  structure  which  shall  itself  fonn  the  whole  or  a 
portion  of  the  antenna. 

Brown  testifies  that  on  December  2,  1904,  Glaubitz  came  to  him 
with  a  blue-print,  which  is  in  evidence  as  "  Brown's  Exhibit  D,"  and 
asked  if  the  Brown  Hoisting  Machinery  Company  would  contract  to 
build  a.  signaling-tower  such  as  shown  thoeon.  He  testifies,  further, 
as  to  this  interview  as  follows : 

*  *  *  Tbls  design  referred  to  oonBleted  of  a  serlee  of  woodea  poles  forming 
the  foar  eldei  of  a  tower  of  considerable  base ;  aectious  or  panels  fomied  bf  said 
poles  were  connerted  together  by  iron  and  steel  spliced  Joints,  and  the  four 
wooden  uprlgbts  formed  In  this  way  for  the  comers  of  the  tower  were  braced 
laterally  by  wooden  strata  and  Iron  nnd  steel  tte-rods  coooected  to  the  Iron  and 
steel  Joints  pnt  np  like  poles.  The  base  of  this  tower  was  to  be  anchored  solidly 
at  each  comer  under  the  uprights,  to  masonry  foundations,  these  comers  being 
securely  bolted  to  the  same.  It  was  explained  that  It  was  abBolutely  essential 
to  bnlld  the  tower  some  way  as  Indicated  of  wood  and  iron  so  that  each  length 
or  section  forming  the  panels  of  the  tower  should  be  electrically  Insulated  or 
broken  ap  from  the  other.  He  requested  na  to  make  them  a  proposition  and 
wished  ns  to  contract  for  the  bnllding  of  this  tower,  if  we  would  undertake  to 
do  w.  •  •  •  We  erplalned  to  him  the  engineering  and  mechanical  diOlcul- 
tlea  Involved  In  executing  the  design  of  tower  that  he  wanted,  as  well  as  the 
probable  continned  deterioration  of  stability  In  the  same,  due  to  Its  being  con- 
structed as  proposed  of  wood  and  steel  or  Iron.  •  •  •  However,  we  agreed 
to  make  an  estimate  on  the  cost  of  the  tower,  the  design  of  which  they  had 
famished  tts,  constructed  as  described  of  wooden  poles  for  corner-uprights, 
laterally  trussed  or  braced  as  described;  but  stated  also  that  we  believed  I 
could  design  a  tower  of  steel  which  would  be  perfectly  safe  and  accomplish  all 
the  requirements  of  bis  case  as  explained.  He  stated  that  steel  would  not  do. 
or  iron  would  not  do  for  his  purpose,  as  it  was  absolutely  essential  that  the 
structure  should  he  broken  up  Into  sections  or  panels  Insulated  from  each  other 
and  frmn  the  ground,  and  that  it  would  not  do  to  make  It  of  steel  or  Iron,  as 
It  would  act  as  a  condenser  or  have  too  lai^  or  great  "  capacity  "  and  Interfere 
with  the  reqalrements  of  the  wtceless  telegraphy,  and  defeat  the  objects  of  hav- 
ing an  abDormally  high  tower  and  mast,  which  they  desired  for  the  purpose. 
I  tben  designed  and  explained  a  form  of  structure  that  I  believed  would  not 
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Interfere  witb  the  beflt  results  of  tbe  wireless  t«l«graphy,  and  would  meet  all 
of  tbelr  requlremeats.  and  still  be  able  to  make  a  mast  or  tower  of  any  suitable 
beight  that  the;  might  desire  within  the  practical  limits  of  tbe  material  me- 
chanically. I  sketched  out  and  explained  a  tubular  tower  or  mast,  made  In 
Rections  which  If  they  thought  desirable  could  be  Insulated  one  section  from  the 
other  ae  well  as  from  the  ground  at  Its  base.  I  further  explained  that  tbe  base, 
In  order  to  distribute  tbe  weight  of  tbe  tower  at  all  tlmea  and  under  all  ctndi- 
tlons  uniformly  over  Insulating  material,  necessary  for  Insulating  power  from 
Ihe  ground,  should  be  provided  with  a  ball-and-socket  support,  so  that  any 
lateral  motion  by  tbe  tower  or  tbe  maat  would  at  all  tlmea  keep  practically 
central  strains  on  Its  base,  ratber  than  as  In  tbe  plan  proposed  by  him  of  sub- 
jecting tbe  four  comers  of  the  tower  to  varying  strains  of  compression  of 
tension  or  up-pull  according  to  the  varying  strains  in  a  lateral  direction  with 
tbe  wind  or  other  causes.  With  this  conatmctlon  of  base,  porcelsln  or  other 
good  Insulating  material,  which  Is  generally  of  a  friable  material,  could  be 
safely  used  as  a  support  on  the  foundation,  for  the  purpose  of  insulating  tbe 
pole  from  tbe  ground.  I  sketched  out  a  form  of  ball  and  socket  under  the  base 
of  the  tower,  as  well  as  several  forms  of  Insulating  material,  nndemeath  said 
ball  and  socket,  that  would  be  suitable  to  use.  Mr.  GlaubltE  stated  after  Inquiry 
of  him  by  me  that  the  tower  would  have  to  be  Insulated  to  stand  a  voltage  of 
from  25,000  to  60,000  volts  Intensity  at  most  I  then  sketched  out  a  form  of 
Insulating  material  for  the  base,  both  in  porcelain  and  other  materials  that 
would  answer  his  purpose,  and  explained  the  mechanical  way  in  whicfa  these 
would  be  used.  I  also  sketched  ont  several  Joints  for  tbe  sections  of  the  maat 
or  tower,  showing  how  they  could  be  Insulated  against  this  voltage  required. 
*  *  *  I  also  stated  that  logically  there  was  no  reason  why  a  tower  or  mast 
of  the  form  t  proposed,  without  any  Insulating  material  being  need  l>etween  Its 
sections,  should  not  be  constructed,  and  at  tbe  same  time  give  all  the  results 
necessary  when  used  for  wireless  telegraphy,  stating  that  alt  that  n-ae  required, 
as  I  understood  It,  was  to  give  proper,  complete  insulation  of  tbe  structure  from 
the  ground.  This  did  not  seem  to  meet  at  first  with  Mr.  Glanblti's  Ideas  or 
Information,  and  be  stated  that  he  would  tell  Professor  Fessenden  of  our  will- 
ingness to  construct  a  tower  designed  of  wood  and  Iron  by  them  as  asked  for 
by  Mr.  Glaubltz,  and  also  see  what  be  thought  of  tbe  possibility  of  using  snch 
n  mast  or  tower  as  that  proposed,  whether  It  would  do  at  all  or  not  electrlcslly 
for  the  pun^oses  of  wireless  telegraphy.  I  further  stated  that  in  all  tbe  forms 
of  wireless  telegraphy  that  had  been  used  by  them  or  others  before,  they  had  bad 
their  wires  or  connections  from  the  elevated  antennie  to  their  Inatrumenta  below 
at  the  ground  In  the  form  of  continuous  metallic  conductors,  substantially  In  a 
vertical  position,  and  that  I  could  not  see  any  difference  between  that  and  the 
metallic  mast  or  tower  that  I  proposed,  except  as  to  siie,  and  that  the  tower 
or  mast  Itself  would  form  of  itself  tbe  office  of  tbe  conductor- wire,  that  In  all 
cases  they  had  provided  In  connection  with  tbelr  wooden  masts  or  towers. 

A  bid  was  made  by  the  Hoisting  Company  on  the  structure  shown 
in  "  Exhibit  D,"  and  later  a  bid  was  made  on  the  cylindrical  steel 
mast.  Brown  testifies  (Q.  86)  that  in  an  interview  with  Fessenden 
subsequent  to  the  submission  of  the  second  bid  and  prior  to  the  mak- 
ing of  the  contract  to  build  the  steel  mast  Fessenden  expressed  his 
fear  of  the  adoption  of  the  pivoted  form  of  support  of  the  mast,  but 
that  after  he  explained  the  advantage  of  this  form  Fessenden  ex- 
pressed himself  as  satisfied  with  the  construction. 


,Cooglc 
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Fessenden  specifically  denies  this  (Q.  27)  and  also  states  (Q.  25) 
that  Brown  must  be  in  error  as  to  Glaubitz  objecting  to  the  mast  as 
having  too  great  a  capacity,  as  Glaubitz  knew  that  a  large,  capacity, 
so  far  from  being  detrimental,  was  what  he  (Fessenden)  had  been 
seeking  to  obtain.  Fessenden  refers  to  his  Patent  No.  706,737  as 
showing  a  cylindrical  tube  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  large 
capacity  antenna  and  to  his  application  Serial  Ko.  167,242,  filed 
July  27,  1903,  as  showing  a  steel  structure  which  itself  formed  the 
antenna.  As  pointed  out  in  the  decisions  below  and  as  admitted  by 
Fessenden  himself,  these  applications  do  not  disclose  the  invention 
in  issue. 

Brown  having  filed  his  application  after  the  grant  of  Fessenden 's 
patent,  the  burden  is  upon  him  to  establish  his  case  beyond  a  reason- 
able doubt. 

It  is  abundantly  established  that  Brown  suggested  that  a  cylin- 
drical structure  made  up  in  sections  be  built  instead  of  the  structure 
shown  in  "Exhibit  D;"  but  his  testimony  that  he  also  suggested 
that  this  should  form  the  whole  or  a  portion  of  the  antenna  is  not 
corroborated.  The  only  persons  present  at  the  interview  between 
Brown  and  Glaubitz  were  Wright  and  Baldwin,  engineers  in  the 
employ  of  the  Brown  Hoisting  Machinery  Company. 

Wright  states  {Q.  16)  that  he  was  present  at  this  interview  only  a 
few  minutes  and  (XQ.  44)  that  the  electrical  features  of  the  tower 
were  not  discussed  at  all  while  he  was  present. 

Baldwin  testifies  as  follows  with  reference  to  Glaubitz's  visit : 

Q.  9.  State  what  If  any  attention  and  consideration  wbh  ^ren  to  tbe  snblect 
of  hlB  TlBtt  by  any  one  employed  by  tbe  Brown  Hoisting  Machinery  Company 
at  that  time? 

A.  Tbe  reason  of  hia  coming  there  was  explained  that  they  wanted  tbe  Brown 
Hoisting  Machinery  Company  to  put  a  price  on  putting  np  a  tower  of  tbe  height 
called  for,  408  feet  I  believe^  and  to  get  the  ideas  of  Mr.  Brown  as  to  the  pruc- 
tfcabillty  of  the  tower  they  suggested,  and  what  he  thought  atioiit  It.  Mr. 
Brown  tnmed  this  over  to  me.  and  I  made  a  calculation  and  estimate  on 
cost  of  bnlldlng  the  tower,  and  later  1  reported  tt  to  Mr.  Tallman  If  I  remember 
right,  the  results  of  my  estimate  on  this  wooden  tower.  Mr.  Tallman  was  the 
manager  at  the  time,  and  all  buslnees  estimates  were  referred  to  him.  Later 
we  talked  tbe  matter  over  with  Mr.  Brown,  I  did.  and  we  agreed  that  the 
tower  as  shown  was  not  a  practicable  design.  We  took  the  matter  up  with 
Mr.  Glaubitz,  and  he  wanted  I  should  go  ahead  and  make  a  price  on  what  It 
would  cost  to  put  up  such  a  tower  as  his  design  showed,  and  If  we  didn't  like 
his  design  to  make  a  design  that  would  answer  the  purpose,  the  object  being 
to  put  op  408  feet,  whether  we  got  up  that  way  or  by  another  design.  Mr. 
Brown  suggested  tbe  steel  pole  made  up  In  sections,  supported  by  guys,  as 
being  the  cheapest  way  tn  his  Judgment  of  getting  up  that  distance  to  do  the 
woi^  which  was  to  support  a  certain  amount  of  wires  on  top.  Mr.  Brown 
Instructed  tne  to  go  ahead  and  prepare  an  estimate  and  a  drawing  showing 
such  a  pole,  and  gave  me  Instructions  as  to  how  It  was  to  be  mode,  in  a  gonernl 
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way.  We  went  ahead  and  pr^ar^  a  drawing  and  made  tlie  esHmate,  and 
anbmUted  the  proposition  to  tbe  National  Electric  Sisnallng  Company  about 
a  week  after  Mr.  Glaubltz  first  came  tbere.  Tbe  wooden  tower  was  droppeit, 
if  I  rememtter  rigbt,  and  all  the  subsequent  talk  was  on  a  steel  tower.  On 
December  24tli  I  believe  we  made  a  propoeltlon  on  tbe  steel  poles  tbat  was 
accepted ;  that  was  tbe  pole  that  subatantlally  was  bntlt. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  he  makes  no  reference  to  the  use  of  the  tower 
as  the  antenna.  In  fact,  he  states  (XQ.  44)  that  he  did  not  remember 
Brown's  attributing  any  electricai  purpose  to  the  tower. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  has  cited  the  decision  of  the  Court 
of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  in  Gallagher  v.  llaaUnga 
(C.  D.,  1903,  531 ;  103  O.  G.,  1165 ;  21  App.  D.  C,  88)  in  support  of  his 
holding  in  favor  of  Brown,  stating  that  all  the  reasons  given  by  the 
court  in  that  decision  why  a  witness  in  the  employ  of  one  of  the 
parties  should  be  called  by  that  party  in  corroboration  of  his  testi- 
mony apply  equally  well  to  this  case. 

It  is  to  be  noted,  however,  that  in  the  case  of  GaUagher  v.  Hastings 
the  failure  of  Gallagher  to  call  the  witness  in  question  was  only  one 
of  several  circumstances  which  the  Court  stated  tended— 
singly  to  corroborate  tbe  story  of  Hastings  In  material  particulars  and  am- 
Jointly  to  atrengtben  Its  credibility. 

In  the  present  controversy  the  circumstances  of  the  case  do  not 
tend  to  corroborate  Brown's  allegation  that  he  su^;e3ted  that  the 
steel  mast  be  used  as  the  whole  or  a  portion  of  the  antenna.  Fessen- 
den  was  skilled  in  the  art  to  which  the  invention  belonged.  Brown 
was  a  skilled  inventor,  and  his  company  had  a  high  reputation  for 
(he  work  which  it  did;  but  he  admits  that  he  had  no  special  knowl- 
edge of  wireless  telegraphy  or  had  made  any  special  study  thereof. 
As  stated  above,  Gallagher's  failure  to  call  the  witness  in  question 
was  only  one  of  several  circumstances  which  the  court  held  tended  to 
corroborate  the  story  of  Hastings,  and  it  is  not  believed,  therefore, 
.  that,  under  the  decision  cited,  the  failure  of  Fessenden  to  call  Glau- 
bitz  is  sufficient  to  justify  an  award  of  priority  in  favor  of  Brown 
merely  because  Olaubitz  was  employed  by  Fessenden. 

Nor  can  it  be  held  that  Fesswiden's  failure  to  call  Olaubitz  to  deny 
Brown's  allegation  of  disclosure  to  him  brings  the  case  within  the 
doctrine  laid  down  by  the  court  in  Winslaw  v.  Austin,  (C.  D.,  1899, 
301 ;  86  O.  G-,  2171 ;  14  App.  D.  C,  137.)    In  that  case  the  Court  said : 

A  party  by  bis  conduct  In  doing  acts  or  In  omitting  to  act  wben  circnm- 
stances  would  seem  to  require  action  may  often  fumlsb  evidence  more  con- 
viuclug  in  leading  to  a  conclnslon  than  eren  the  sworn  testimony  of  tbe  party, 
and  that  would  seem  to  be  tbe  case  here. 

The  court,  however,  pointed  out  that  in  many  particulars  Austin's 
testimony  was  strongly  corroborated,  and  it  is  not  believed  that  the 
doctrine  of  that  case  can  be  applied  to  a  case  such  as  the  present, 
where  the  circumstances  do  not  corroborate  the  testimony  of  Brown 
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as  to  the  alleged  disclosure.  As  stated  above,  Brown  was  not  skilled 
in  the  art  of  wireless  telegraphy.  The  feature  of  having  the  mast 
serve  as  the  antenna  belongs  to  this  art  and  is  not  a  mere  mechanical 
feature.  Brown  admits  that  Glaubitz  told  him  the  tower  must  be 
insulated  from  the  ground  and  the  guys  broken  up  into  sections  by 
insulation.  Furthermore,  as  pointed  out  above,  Fessenden  denies 
Brown's  testimony  as  to  his  objection  to  the  pivoted  feature  and 
states  why  Glaubitz  should  have  known  that  a  large  capacity  was  an 
advantageous  and  not  a  detrimental  feature. 

Brown  has  established  that  he  suggested  that  a  steel  mast  be  built  in- 
stead of  the  tower  shown  in  "  Exhibit  D ;"  but  he  has  certainly  failed  to 
establish  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  he  suggested  the  use  of  this 
mast  as  the  antenna,  which  is  the  essential  features  of  the  inventJtm 
in  issue. 

The  decinon  of  the  Examiner»-in-Ckief  is  af^TTtied. 


TowNSEND  V.  Khbet  v.  Young  v.  Siscbul 

Decided  November  S5,  1908. 

137  O.  C  1484. 

1.  iHmnSEitCE — Motion  to  Dissolve — Tiuns mission. 

A  motion  to  dlsaolve  an  Interference  on  the  groond  that  one  of  the 
parties  thereto  had  no  right  to  make  the  claims  of  the  Issue  In  an  earlier 
application  of  which  the  application  In  lease  was  stated  In  the  declaration 
to  be  a  division  raises  a  questloti  relating  to  the  burden  of  proof  and  should 
not  be  transmitted. 

2.  Saue—Rdeclaratioh— Motion  to  Dissolti  by  Original  Paiht. 

The  redeclaration  of  an  interference  for  the  pnrpoee  of  adding  another 
party  thereto  does  not  give  the  right  to  one  of  the  original  parties  to 
bring  a  motion  to  dlBBOive  within  thirty  days  after  such  redeclaration, 
raising  questions  which  might  liave  t>een  raised  In  the  Interference  aa 
orginally  declared.  The  time  for  bringing  such  motions  expired  at  the  end 
of  the  thirty-day  period  following  the  original  declaration. 

3.  Saue — Motion  to  Dissolve— Delay— Excuse  Insufficient. 

The  tact  that  the  Primary  Examiner  discovers  a  reference  and  brings  It 
forward  of  his  own.  motion  in  a  companion  Interference  Is  no  excnse  for 
the  delay  of  a  party  In  bringing  a  motion  to  dissolve  based  on  such  reference 
where  it  does  not  appear  tliat  the  same  could  not  have  been  discovered  in 
time  had  diligence  been  exercised. 

Appeal  on  Motion, 

alteinatiho-cdbrbnt  block-sional  ststetl. 

Mr.  George  B.  Benjamin  and  3fr.  Eugene  C.  Brovm  for  Townsend 
and  Young. 
Mr.  Cornelius  D.  Ehret  pro  se. 

Mr.  George  E.  Cruse  for  Struble.  n,g,uciib,CoogIc 

69028— H.  Doc.  1349, 60-2 IS 
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BnxiNOS,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Ehret  from  a  decision  of  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  refusing  to  transmit  a  motion  to  dissolve. 

The  interference  as  originally  declared  involved  the  applications 
of  Townsend,  Ehret,  and  Struble.  It  was  subsequently  redeclared  to 
include  the  application  of  Young,  Serial  No.  343,363,  which  was 
stated  to  be  a  continuation  of  application  Serial  Xo.  154,275. 

After  the  approval  of  the  preliminary  statement  of  Young  Ehret 
brought  a  motion  to  dissolve  on  the  ground  (1)  that  Young  has  no 
right  to  make  the  claims  in  his  application  Serial  No.  343,353 ;  (2) 
that  Young  has  no  right  to  make  the  claims  in  application  Serial  No. 
154^75,  and  (8)  that  the  claims  are  not  patentable  in  view  of  cer- 
tain references  which  were  cited. 

The  motion  was  transmitted  as  to  the  first  ground  and  denied  trans- 
mission as  to  the  other  two  grounds. 

The  refusal  to  transmit  as  to  the  second  ground  was  based  on  the 
fact  that  the  only  question  raised  was  one  going  to  the  question  of 
shifting  the  burden  of  proof.  '  This  action  was  clearly  right.  Appli- 
cation Serial  No.  154,775  is  not  involved  in  the  interference.  If  it 
should  be  held  that  Young  has  no  right  to  make  the  claims  in  appli- 
cation Serial  No.  343,353,  the  question  of  his  right  to  make  them  in 
application  Serial  No.  154,275  is  a  moot  question  so  far  as  this  in- 
terference is  concerned.  On  the  other  hand,  if  it  be  held  that  he  has 
a  right  to  make  the  claims  in  the  latter  application  the  question  of 
his  right  to  make  the  claiihs  in  the  earlier  application  is  one  which 
relates  to  the  burden  of  proof  and  is  to  be  decided  by  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences  and  forms  no  ground  for  dissolution  of  the  inter- 


As  to  the  third  ground  of  the  motion,  the  fact  that  Young's  appli- 
cation had  been  added  to  the  interference  could  in  no  way  affect  the 
patentability  of  the  issue.  The  motion  should  therefore  have  been 
brought  within  thirty  days  from  the  approval  of  the  original  state- 
ments or  a  sufficient  excuse  given  for  the  delay  in  bringing  the  same. 

In  his  motion  Ehret  stated  that  one  of  the  references  relied  od 
was  the  United  States  patent  to  Roome,  No.  483,621,  discover«d  by 
the  Primary  Examiner  and  brou^t  forward  of  his  own  moti<m  in 
a  companion  interference  involving  Ehret,  Townsend,  and  Young. 
This,  however,  is  clearly  insuflicieni  to  excuse  the  delay,  as  it  is  not 
made  to  appear  that  the  reference  could  not  have  been  discoTered 
by  a  proper  search  in  time  to  file  the  motion  within  thirty  days  from 
the  time  the  statements  were  ori^nally  approved. 

It  may  be  stated  that  this  case  affords  no  ground  for  a  relaxation 
of  the  well-established  practice  that  motions  which  are  brought  late 
will  not  be  transmitted  in  the  absence  of  a  good  and  sufficient  excuse 
for  such  delay,  for  it  appears  from  the  motion  itself  that  the  Exam- 
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ma  is  aware  at  the  reference  cited,  and  it  is  not  to  be  presumed 
that  he  woiild  allow  the  interference  to  continue  if  the  issue  thereof 
is  clearly  anticipated  by  such  reference. 
The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  ie  affirmed. 


TowNHEND  V.  EHBin*  V.  YouNO  V.  Stbqblb. 
Deoklei  Hovemlter  25,  1909. 
187  O.  O.,   1485. 
iKTEBPEBUfCE — HoTioR  TOK  DiBSOLTHTON— Pbiob  Motioh — Res  Asjkdicata. 

Where  a  motion  to  dlasolve  an  InterCerence  li  brought  In  the  name  of 
on  asslgaee  and  such  assignee  afterward  flies  kd  application  for  the  In- 
TcndOD  and  U  Included  In  the  Bame  luterferoice,  be  Is  precluded  from 
bringing  a  motion  In  hlB  name  to  dlsaolTe  such  Interference  which  allwoi 
either  the  same  gronnd  that  was  previously  raised  or  any  ground  which 
might  Iiave  been  raised  In  the  previous  motion, 

Afpeal  on  Motion. 

alternating-cnbreht  block-biorai.  8tsteu. 

Mr.  George  H.  Benjamin  and  Mr.  Eugene  C.  Brown  for  Townsend 
and  Young. 

Mr.  ComeUut  D.  Ehret  pro  se. 

Mr.  George  E.  Cruse  for  Struble. 
BiuJNOs,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

Thia  is  an  appeal  by  Young  from  a  decision  of  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  refusing  to  transmit  a  motion  to  dissolve  the  above- 
entitled  interference. 

The  grounds  of  the  motion  are  that  the  issue  is  not  patentable 
and  that  Struble  has  no  right  to  make  the  claims. 

The  record  shows  that  Young  was  not  originally  a  party  to  the 
interference,  but  that  his  application  was  added  after  a  motion  for 
dissolution  had  been  brought  by  Townsend  on  the  ground  that 
Struble  had  no  right  to  make  the  claims  and  had  been  denied.  The 
reccHtl  also  shows  that  Townsend's  application  is  assigned  to  Young, 
the  date  of  this  assignment  being  prior  to  the  original  declaration  of 
interference. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  refused  to  transmit  the  motion 
of  Young  as  to  both  grounds  thereof,  his  reason  for  such  action 
being  as  follows : 

Townsend  has  already  brought  a  motion  for  dissolution  based  upon  Struble's 
T^ht  to  make  the  clatms.  This  motion  was  decided  adversely  to  Townsend. 
At  tbat  time  Young  was  Townsend's  assignee  and  the  real  party  In  Interest. 
Any  argument  tbat  can  be  made  under  tbe  present  motion  on  Struble'a  right 
to  make  the  claim  coald  Just  as  well  have  been  made  under  the  earlier  motion 
as  here.    In  regard  to  general  patentability,  Young,  na  Townsend's  assignee, 
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has  already  bad  a  chance  to  urge  the  matter,  but  neglected  to  do  ho.  Both 
grounds  of  the  present  motion  were  Just  as  pertinent  and  available  to  Xoung 
In  bis  former  position  as  aadgnee  as  they  are  now.  The  facts  are  the  same. 
It  iB  believed  that  the  presentation  of  such  a  motion  at  this  time  should  only 
be  allowed  upon  a  showing  why  It  contd  not  have  been  brought  earlier.  To 
permit  Young  to  rater  this  Interference  with  a  new  application  in  bis  own 
name  and  now  do  what  be  has  heretofore  omitted  to  do,  or  reopen  a  mattv 
which  has  already  been  decided  adversely  to  him.  Is  considered  to  be  an  nn- 
reasonable  and  technical  application  of  the  rule  and  not  to  be  Indulged  In. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  not  only  is  Young  the  assignee  of  the  Town- 
send  application,  but  that  the  original  motion  to  dissolve  was  brought 
in  the  name  of  Young  as  assignee  of  Townsend. 

It  is  true,  as  pointed  out  by  coun^l  for  Young,  that  interferences 
are  between  applications  and  not  between  applicants  and  that  often 
interferences  are  declared  between  applications  which  are  assigned  to 
the  same  party.  In  several  cases  such  interferences  have  been  con- 
tested for  the  avowed  purpose  of  obtaining  the  decision  of  the  Patent 
Office  or  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  as  to  who 
was  the  prior  inventor ;  but  this  is  not  such  a  case,  and  it  is  believed 
that  it  would  be  inequitable  and  an  extremely  technical  application 
of  the  rules  to  allow  a  party  who  had  had  an  opportunity  as  as^gnee 
of  one  of  the  interfering  applications  to  bring  a  motion  to  dissolve 
the  interference  to  later,  after  having  entered  the  interference  with 
an  application  in  his  own  name,  bring  a  motion  to  disscdve  on  grounds 
which  could  as  well  have  been  urged  at  the  former  time  as  now. 

The  addition  of  Young's  application  to  the  interference  in  no  way 
affected  the  question  of  the  patentability  of  the  claims  or  Struble's 
right  to  make  them,  and  Young  has  given  no  reason  whatever  why 
the  original  motion  was  not  based  on  the  same  grounds  as  the  present 
one. 

This  case  is  thought  to  fall  within  the  ruling  of  the  Court  of 
Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  in  the  case  of  Drawhaugh  v. 
Seymour,  Commmioner  of  Patents,  (C.  D.,  1896,  527;  77  O.  Q.,  313; 
9  App.  D.  C,  219,)  where  it  was  contended  that  the  Office  had  no 
authority  to  reject  certain  claims  of  Drawhaugh's  application  on  the 
findings  and  authority  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in 
the  case  of  The  Ainerican  Bell  Telephone  Company  v.  The  PeopleU 
Telephone  Co.,  (C.  D.,  1888,  321;  43  O.  G.,  377;  126  U.  S.,  1,)  for 
the  reason  that  Drawbaugh  was  not  a  party  to  that  proceeding.  In 
that  case  the  Court  said : 

While  Drawbaugh  may  not  bave  been  a  tecbnlcal  party  defendant  to  the  case 
of  the  Bell  Company  af^lust  bis  assignees,  be  was  a  substantial  party  thereto. 
He  was  fully  and  completely  represented  by  the  corporation,  his  assignee,  in 
which  he  was  interested ;  and  be  was  an  active  party  In  conducting  the  defense. 
He  furnished  the  facts  u[)on  which  the  defeuse  depended ;  and  be  was  treated 
and  referred  to  throughout  as  the  substantial  party  concerned  In  maintaining 
the  defense.    To  bold,  after  the  proceedings  and  all  that  has  occurred  In  t^t 
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case,  tbat  Drawbaugb  and.  bis  asalgDees  are  not  boand  by  tbe  flDdlngs  and  Judg- 
ment tbereln,  would  be  to  aacrlflce  sobata&ce  to  mere  technicality,  and  do  tbat 
at  wblcb  reasoD  and  common  sense  would  revolt.  It  Is  not  necessary  tbat  a 
person  should  appear  upon  tbe  record  as  a  technical  party  to  the  proceedings  in 
order  to  be  bonnd  by  tbe  Judgment.  <1  Oreenleaf  Eoiaence,  sees.  522,  523.  535, 
636 ;  4  G.  &  J.,  407,  408.)  If  he  Is  represented  in  the  proceedings,  or  la  a  party 
In  fact,  though  not  of  record,  he  will  be  bound.  We  are  therefore  decidedly  of 
opinion  that  Drawbangh,  and  those  claiming  under  him.  are  bound  by  tbe  find- 
ings and  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  In  the  case  of  The  Bell  TelepJioite  Com- 
pany y.  The  People's  Telepftone  Company,  reported  In  C.  D.,  1888,  321 ;  43  O.  0„ 
377 ;  and  126  V.  S.,  1.  on  the  present  applications  to  the  Patent  Ofilce. 
TJie  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  InteTferencea  is  af^rmed. 


Smith  v.  Ihij-nd. 

Decided  December  4,  190S. 

137  O.  G.,  1709. 

iKTKBraxHOE— Appeal  om  Puoritt — Mekits  of  Judqmbht  Not  Cortestd). 

Where  an  appeal  from  a  decision  on  priority  does  not  question  tbe  pro- 
priety of  Bucb  decision,  but  merely  seeks  a  mllng  on  questions  previously 
considered  by  tbe  Commissioner  on  Interlocutory  appeals,  relief  will  be 
refused. 

AifEAL  from  Examiners-in-Oiief. 

PIPE- WRENCH. 

Mr.  D.  P.  Wolhaupter  for  Smith. 

Mr.  Albert  W.  Brown  and  Mr.  James  L.  Norris  for  Trland. 

Moore,  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  John  A.  Smith  from  a  decision  of  the  Exam- 
iners-in-Chief  affirming  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences 
awarding  priority  of  invention  to  David  H.  Irland,  deceased,  Frances 
A.  Irland,  executrix. 

The  application  of  David  H.  Irland,  deceased,  was  filed  May  23, 
1906,  and  that  of  John  A.  Smith  February  7,  1906. 

On  behalf  of  Smith  no  testimony  was  taken  except  the  deposition 
of  the  inventor  himself,  and  this  was  not  printed,  as  required  by  the 
rules.  Irland  being  the  senior  party,  the  lower  tribunals  accordingly 
awarded  priority  of  invention  to  him  on  the  record. 

This  appeal,  while  taken  from  a  judgment  on  the  question  of 
priority,  does  not  appear  to  question  the  propriety  of  the  decisions 
below  on  the  record  as  now  presented,  but  seeks  a  ruling  upon  ques- 
ti(His  raised  before  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  and  on  appeals 
to  the  Commissioner  from  his  decisions  rendered  prior  to  the  decision 
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on  priority.    These  matters  were  given  due  consideration  upon  the 
appeals  taken  at  that  time,  and  they  will  not  be  again  considered. 

The  decision  of  the  Examinera-in-Chief  awarding  priority  of 
invention  to  the  senior  party,  David  H.  Irland,  (Frances  A.  Irlandy 
executrix,)  it  affirmed. 


Weston  v.  Bbneche. 

Z)eoWe4  June  IS.  1908. 

137  O.  G.,  1708. 

1.  INTEBPEBESCE OBIOIHALTT. 

E^vldence  coDsldered  and  Held  snfflclent  to  Bbow  that  the  Juolor  party 
originated  the  invention  In  iuue  and  dlecloaed  the  same  to  tbe  senior 
party. 

2.  Samz — Same — I>octkikb  or  Coitckalukkt  Iitappucable. 

Wbere  It  Is  found  that  one  of  two  Interfering  parties  originated  tbe 
Inventtoo  In  Issue  and  disclosed  the  same  to  the  other,  the  doctrine  of  for- 
feiture of  the  right  to  a  patent  by  concealment  does  not  apply. 

Appeal  from  Examiners-in-Chief. 

ELECTRICAL  BESI0TAKCI; 

Mr.  Charles  J.  Kintner  and  Mr.  SiarceUua  Bailey  for  Weston. 
Messrs.   Fischer  <&   Sanders   and   Messrs.    Bacon   <&   Milans   for 
Benecke. 

BiLUNCs,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Benecke  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiners- 
in-Chief  affinning  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferenoefi 
awarding  priority  of  invention  to  Weston. 

The  issue  is  stated  in  ten  counts,  of  which  the  following  sufficiently 
illustrates  the  nature  of  the  invention : 

1.  An  electrical  resistance  device,  consisting  of  two  blocks  of  metal  of  high 
specific  conductivity,  and  a  conductor  of  high  spaciBc  resistance  and  a  short 
length  connecting  said  blocks  of  metal,  the  free  length  of  said  conductor  being 
such  that  the  best  generated  therein  by  tbe  pasaage  of  a  current  therethrough, 
is  conducted  to  and  absorbed  by  said  blocks  of  metal  as  rapidly  aa  such  heat 
is  generated,  whereby  said  conductor  will  not  be  overheated. 

5,  An  electrical  resistance  device,  consisting  of  two  blocks  of  metal  of  high 
speciOc  conductivity,  and  a  conductor  of  high  speclQc  resistance  and  short 
length  connecting  said  blocks  of  metal,  the  free  length  of  said  conductor  being 
such  that  the  heat  generated  therein  by  tbe  passage  of  a  current  therethrougli. 
Is  conducted  to  and  absorbed  by  said  blocks  of  metal  as  rapidly  as  generated, 
whereby  said  conductor  will  not  be  overheated,  and  means  for  connecting  up 
said  resistance  device  in  an  eleetrtc  drcnlt. 

Benecke,  the  senior  party,  is  a  patentee.  The  application  of  Wes- 
ton was  filed  after  the  issuance  of  Benecke's  patent  for  the  evident 
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purpose  of  interfercDce  with  the  same.  The  burden  is  therefore  upon 
Weston  to  prove  priority  of  invention  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt. 

The  invention  in  issue  is  admittedly  an  improvement  upon  a  prior 
patent,  No.  497,482,  granted  to  Weston  May  16,  1893,  for  improve- 
ments in  shunts,  and,  as  appears  from  the  disclosure  in  Benecke's 
patent,  the  object  of  the  present  invention  is  to  reduce  the  mechanical 
size  of  the  shunt  to  a  minimum  and  to  provide  a  means  for  dissipat- 
ing heat  generated  in  the  resistance-strip  by  conduction  to  large 
masses  of  material  of  high  conductivity,  to  which  the  ends  of  the 
resistance  material  are  secured. 

It  appears  that  in  the  device  disclosed  in  the  Weston  patent  the 
massive  terminals  were  arranged  about  two  inches  apart,  and  the 
resistance  comprised  a  plurality  of  strips  of  German  silver  connecting 
the  terminals.  As  appears  from  the  specification  of  the  Weston  pat- 
ent, the  resistance-strips  are  separated,  so  that  the  air  may  freely  cir- 
culate around  and  between  them  and  aid  in  the  conduction  of  heat 
therefrom  while  the  current  is  being  passed  throu^  them.  In  the 
present  invention  the  space  separating  the  massive  terminals  is 
greatly  reduced,  the  minimum  limit  stated  in  Benecke's  patent  being 
about  two-tenths  of  an  inch,  and  the  heat  developed  in  the  resistance 
material  is  wholly  dissipated  by  conduction  through  the  massive 
terminals. 

It  appears  from  the  testimony  presented  in  behalf  of  Weston  that 
in  the  latter  part  of  the  year  1898  a  suit  was  brought  by  the  Weston 
Electrical  Instrument  Company  against  the  Empire  Electrical  In- 
strument Company  and  others  involving  the  shunt  covered  by  the 
Weston  patent,  No.  497,482,  above  referred  to.  In  that  suit  the  com- 
plainants contended  that  the  construction  of  the  patent  involved  a 
novel  mode  of  operation,  inasmuch  as  the  heat  was  dissipated  in  the 
resistance-strips  both  by  conduction  to  the  massive  terminals  and  by 
currents  of  air  passing  around  and  between  said  strips,  while  it  was 
the  contention  of  the  defendants  that  a  certain  shunt,  known  as 
the  "  Franklin  Institute "  shunt,  which  comprised  comparatively 
long  resistance- strips  attached  to  terminals  which  were  immersed  in 
oil,  anticipated  the  terms  of  the  patent.  During  the  taking  of  testi- 
mony in  that  suit  certain  experts  were  called  in  behalf  of  the  com- 
plainant. Of  these  Profe&sor  Anthony  testified  as  to  the  differences 
between  the  Weston  s^unt  and  the  Franklin  Institute  shunt,  point- 
ing out  that  as  the  Franklin  Institute  shunt  had  extremely  long 
resistance-strips  it  would  be  impossible  to  effect  the  cooling  by  the 
conduction  of  heat  through  the  terminals.  On  cross-examination 
Professor  Anthony  made  certain  calculations  as  to  the  length  of  con- 
ductors required  to  secure  a  certain  stated  drop  in  potential,  which, 
in  the  opinion  of  Weston,  was  erroneous.  His  redirect  examination 
was  accordingly  deferred  until  apparatus  might  be  constructed  to 
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confirm  or  disprove  the  statements  of  Professor  Anthony.  As  ap- 
pears from  the  testimony,  four  shunts  were  made  at  this  time,  one 
of  which  was  destroyed  in  testing.  The  other  three  exhibits,  marked, 
respectively.  A,  B,  and  C,  are  in  evidence  in  the  present  interference. 
Of  these  exhibits,  A  was  used  in  the  suit  above  referred  to,  while  B 
and  C  were  not.  The  distance  between  the  terminals  or  the  effective 
length  of  the  resistance-strip  in  Exhibit  A  is  one  inch,  that  between 
the  terminals  of  B  is  three-tenths  of  an  inch,  and  C  two-tenths  of 
an  inch.  The  Weston  application  involved  in  this  interference  dis- 
closes the  identical  device  referred  to  in  this  interference  as  Exhibit  C 

The  distance  between  the  massive  terminals  of  the  Weston  Exhibit 
C  corresponds  identically  with  the  distance  between  the  terminals 
disclosed  in  Benecke's  patent  as  the  minimum  length  of  the  re- 
sistance material. 

The  testimony  offered  by  Weston  clearly  establishes  that  at  the  time 
these  shunts  were  constructed  Benecke  was  in  the  employ  of  the 
Weston  Electrical  Instrument  Company  and  assisted  in  the  construc- 
tion and  testing  of  the  Exhibits  A,  B,  and  C. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  and  the  Examiners-in-Chief  found 
that  Weston's  Exhibit  C  was  constructed  under  the  direction  of 
Weston,  that  it  embodied  the  invention  in  issue,  and  that  having  been 
disclosed  to  Benecke  at  the  time  it  was  constructed  Benecke  was  not 
an  original  inventor. 

It  is  contended  in  behalf  of  Benecke  that  these  exhibits,  which  were 
made  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  certain  facts  in  the- Weston  suit 
each  embodied  the  invention  disclosed  in  the  Weston  patent  only  and 
that  they  therefore  include  the  cooling  of  the  resistance-strips  by  air- 
currents  as  well  as  by  conduction  through  the  massive  terminals.  It 
is  also  contended  that  the  Benecke  device  is  limited  to  cooling  by  con- 
duction to  the  massive  terminals  only  and  that  the  issue  of  this  inter- 
ference must  be  so  construed  as  to  exclude  Weston's  Exhibit  C.  It  is 
further  pointed  out  that  in  Benecke's  device  the  space  between  the 
terminals  is  filled  with  a  fireproof  insulating  material,  and  there  is 
no  opportunity,  therefore,  for  air-currents  to  reach  the  resistance- 
strip.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  in  Benecke's  specification  the  insu- 
lating material  is  described  to  be  used  only  for  the  purpose  of  keeping 
the  resistance  material  from  contact  with  the  air  to  avoid  oxidation 
thereof,  and  not  for  the  special  purpose  of  preventing  cooling  by  air- 
currents. 

Claims  5,  6,  7,  and  8  of  Benecke's  patent  are  limited  by  the  inclu- 
sion of  this  fireproof  insulation  as  an  element,  but  otherwise  corre- 
spond identically  in  phraseology  with  claims  1,  2,  3,  and  i.  It  is 
therefore  obvious  from  Benecke's  claims  that  it  was  his  intention  not 
only  to  cover  the  specific  device  which  he  disclosed,  but  also  to  include 
devices  not  provided  with  such  insulation  in  which  the  reeistanoe- 
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strip  was  wholly  cooled  by  conduction  to  the  massive  terminals,  and 
therefore  to  cover  such  devices  as  Weston's  Exhibit  C. 

In  view  of  this  fact  it  must  be  held  that  Weston  was  the  Brst  in 
possession  of  the  invention  in  issue  and  that  Benecke  obtained  knowl- 
edge thereof  from  him  at  the  time  Exhibit  C  was  constructed. 

It  appears  that  after  the  construction  of  Exhibits  B  and  C  they 
were  placed  in  the  museum  of  the  Weston  Electrical  Company,  where 
they  remained  until  the  time  testimony  was  taken  in  this  interference, 
and  it  is  contended  in  behalf  of  Benecke  that  Weston  by  concealing 
his  invention  has  forfeited  his  right  thereto,  even  if  it  be  conceded 
that  Exhibit  C  constitutes  a  successful  embodiment  of  the  invention. 
This  contention  is  without  force  in  view  of  the  conclusion  above 
reached  that  Benecke  is  not  the  original  inventor  of  the  subject-matter 
in  issue. 

For  the  Teasona  above  stated  the  decision  of  the  Examiners-in-Ckief 
is  afflrmed. 


ToWNBKND  V.  ThULLEN  AND  ThULLEN  V.  YODNO. 

Decided  November  25,  1908. 

137  o.  G..  mo. 

iNTKkFKBSnCX RXDECLAKATIOH MOTIOn    BT   ASSIOHEE  OF   OHE  OF    TBG    OBIOIHAI. 

PAKTiita — TRAnsuiBfiioiT  Refusd). 
The  Interference  was  originally  declared  between  A.  and  B.  and  was  aftu- 
ward  redeclared  to  ini^lude  the  application  of  C,  the  assignee  of  A.  Held 
that  a  motion  to  dlBSolve  brought  bf  C.  on  the  grounds  that  the  Issue  Is  not 
patmtable  and  that  B.  has  no  right  to  make  the  claims  will  not  be  trans- 
mitted since  C.  had  an  opportunity  to  bring  such  a  motion  as  A.'B  assignee. 

Appeal  on  Motion. 

BATI-WAT    SiailALinO    SYSTEM. 

Mr.  George  ff.  Benjamin  and  Mr.  Eugene  C.  Brown  for  Townsend 
and  Young. 
Messrs.  BakeweU,  Byrnes  <&  Parmelee  for  Thullen  and  Thullen. 

BiLUMOfi,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Yomig  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  refusing  to  transmit  a  motion  to  dissolve  the  above- 
entitied  interference. 

The  grounds  of  the  motion  are  that  certain  of  the  counts  are  not 
patentable  and  that  Thullen  and  Thuilen  have  no  right  to  make 
certain  claims  of  the  issue. 

The  record  shows  that  Young  was  not  originally  a  party  to  the 
interference,  but  that  bis  application  was  added  after  the  time  within 
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which  to  brisg  motions  under  the  original  declaration  of  interfermce 
had  expired. 

The  record  shows  that  Townsend's  application  is  assigned  to 
Young,  the  date  of  this  assignment  being  prior  to  the  original 
declaration  of  the  interference. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  refused  to  transmit  the  motion  as 
to  both  grounds  thereof,  his  reason  for  such  action  being  as  follows : 

iD^iectloa  ot  tbe  records  of  tbe  appllcationa  Bbowa  tbat  Tonng  1b  the  aastgnee 
of  Townsend'B  appllcatjoo  In  interference.  Toung  Is  a  new  party  to  tbe  Inter- 
ference. As  the  real  party  in  interest,  however,  Young  has  already  had  an 
Importunity  to  urge  the  matters  presented  here  when  the  Interference  Involved 
merely  tbe  applications  of  Townsend  nnd  Thullen.  The  nature  of  the  grounds 
for  dlBsolntlon  Is  such  that  they  could  have  been  urged  Just  as  well  then  as 
now.  Young's  time  for  bringing  such  a  motion  expired  wbai  he,  as  asalKnee, 
was  Involved  with  Thullen  and  Tbu1l»i.  The  only  basis  which  he  could  have 
for  urging  such  a  motion  now  is  upon  a  showing  that  It  could  not  have  been 
brought  before.  It  Is  believed  to  be  a  technical  application  of  the  mie  to  allow 
Toung  to  enter  this  Interference  with  a  new  application  In  his  own  name  and 
do  that  now  which  be  neglected  to  do  Id  hia  earlier  posttion  In  the  same  Inter- 
ference as  Townsend's  assignee.  Such  practice  is  unreasonable  and  not  to  be 
Indulged  in. 

It  is  true,  as  pointed  out  by  counsel  for  Young,  that  interferences 
are  between  applications  and  not  between  applicants  and  that  often 
interferences  are  declared  between  applications  which  are  assigned 
to  the  same  party.  In  several  cases  such  interferences  have  been 
contested  for  the  avowed  purpose  of  obtaining  the  decision  of  the 
Patent  Office  or  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
as  to  who  was  the  prior  inventor;  but  this  is  not  such  a  case,  and  it 
is  believed  that  it  would  be  inequitable  and  an  extremely  technical 
application  of  the  rules  to  allow  a  party  who  had  had  an  opportunity 
as  assignee  of  one  of  the  interfering  applications  to  bring  a  motion 
to  dissolve  the  interference  to  later,  after  having  entered  the  interfer- 
ence with  an  application  in  his  own  name,  bring  a  motion  to  dissolve 
on  grounds  which  could  as  well  have  been  urged  at  the  former  time 
as  now. 

The  addition  of  Young's  application  to  the  interference  in  no  way 
affected  the  question  of  the  patentability  of  the  claims  or  Thullen 
and  ThuUen's  right  to  make  them,  and  Young  has  given  no  reason 
whatever  why  a  motion  based  on  the  ground  set  up  in  this  motion 
was  not  brought  within  the  time  originally  set  for  bringing  such 
motions. 

This  case  is  thought  to  fall  within  the  ruling  of  the  Court  of 
Appeals  of  the  District  of  Colnmbia  in  the  case  of  Drawbaugk  v. 
Seymour,  C<mmi»sioner  of  PatenU^  {C.  D.,  1896,  527;  77  O.  G., 
313;  9  App.  D.  C,  219,)  where  it  was  contended  that  the  office  had  no 
authority  to  reject  certain  claims  of  Drawbaa^'s  application  on 
the  findings  and  authority  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
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States  in  the  case  of  The  American  Bell  Telephone  Compaxtj  t.  The 
People's  Telephone  Company^  (C.  D.,  1888,  321;  43  O.  G.,  877;  126 
T7.  S.,  1,)  for  the  reason  that  Drawbaugh  was  not  a  party  to  that 
proceeding.    In  that  case  the  Court  said : 

While  Drawbaugh  marnot  have  been  a  tecbnicfll  party  defendant  to  tbe  case  of 
the  Bell  Company  against  bla  asslgneea,  be  was  a  substantial  party  thereto. 
He  was  fully  and  completely  repre«ented  by  tbe  corponttloQ,  his  aaslgaee, 
In  which  he  was  interested;  and  be  was  an  active  party  In  cooductlnK  tbe 
defense.  He  furnished  tbe  facts  upon  which'  tbe  defense  depended ;  and  he 
was  treated  and  referred  to  througboat  as  the  substantial  party  concerned 
In  maintaining  tbe  defense.  To  bold,  after  the  proceedings  and  all  that  has 
occnrred  In  that  case,  that  Drawbaagh  and  his  assignees  are  not  bound  by 
the  Sndlngs  and  Judgment  therein,  would  be  to  sacrlflce  substance  to  mere 
technicality,  and  do  that  at  which  reason  and  common  sense  would  revolt. 
It  Is  not  necessary  that  a  person  should  appear  upon  the  record  as  a  technical 
party  to  the  proceedings  In  order  to  be  bound  by  the  Judgment.  <1  Oreenleaf 
Evidence,  sees.  622.  S23,  535.  536;  4  G.  &  J.,  407,  408.)  If  he  Is  represented 
In  the  proceedings,  or  Is  a  party  In  fact,  tboagh  not  o(  record,  he  will 
be  boQDd.  We  are  therefore  decidedly  of  opinion  that  Drawbaugh,  and 
those  claiming  under  him,  are  bound  by  the  findings  and  decree  of  tbe 
Supreme  Court  In  the  case  of  The  Bell  Telephone  Company  v.  The  People's 
Telephone  Company,  reported  In  C.  D.,  1888,  321 ;  43  O.  G.,  377 ;  and  128  U.  S..  1, 
on  the  present  applications  to  the  Patent  Office. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  ia  affirmed. 


Ex  PABTE  EdWABDS. 

Decided  November  27,  190S. 
137  O.  G..   1711. 

SpBcinoATioit — Statimemt  of  Ihtentiok. 

A  statement  of  Invention  forming  a  part  of  tbe  specldcatloo  which 
amounts  practically  to  a  mere  repetition  of  the  claims  in  dlfTerent  language 
is  objectionable  and  should  be  canceled. 

On  pBiTnoN. 


Mr,  Henry  F.  Newbury  and  Messrs.  Georgii  <&  Massie  for  the 
applicant. 

BiLLiNOS,  Assistant  Com.missioner: 

This  is  a  petition  from  the  action  of  the  Examiner  objecting  to 
the  statement  of  invention  beginning  with  line  10  of  page  1  and 
ending  with  the  fourth  line  from  tbe  bottom  of  page  2. 

The  ground  of  the  Examiner's  action  was  that  the  matter  was 
objectionable  as  confusing  the  specification  with  the  claims.  He 
held  that  if  the  matter  was  stated  in  the  claims  it  was  unnecessary 
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in  the  specification,  and  if  it  were  not  the  specification  waa  incon- 
sistent with  the  claims. 

The  action  of  the  Examiner  is  thought  to  have  been  right.  The 
matter  objected  to  comprises  a  detailed  statement  of  the  invention 
and  amounts  to  a  mere  repetition  of  the  claims  in  different  language. 
There  can  be  no  objection  to  a  real  statement  of  invention  at  the 
beginning  of  the  specification,  but  no  reason  whatever  is  seen 
for  permitting  a  statement  such  as  the  one  which  is  objected  to  in 
the  present  case.  If  this  matter  were  allowed  to  remain  in  the 
specification,  it  would  require  a  detailed  comparison  with  the  claims, 
which  is  believed  to  be  unnecessary  and  uncalled  for. 

The  petition  is  denied. 


Ex   PAKTE   BbISS. 

Decided  December  S,  1908. 

137  O.  G.,  1712. 

1,  BcLB  69 — Pbactick. 

A  request  tbat  a  rejection  be  made  dual  was  properly  refused  by  the 
Bzatnlner  wben  tbe  appllcaot  made  no  attempt  to  sbow  tbat  tbere  was 
any  error  In  tbat  rejection. 

2.  Same— Not  iNcoRBisTEirT  with  Section  4903,  Revised  Statutes. 

Rule  69,  wblcb  provides  tbat  an  applicant  In  order  to  be  entitled  to 
reconsideration  of  his  claims  after  tbey  bave  been  rejected  must  distinctly 
point  out  tbe  supposed  errors  of  tbe  Examiner's  action,  Is  not  Inconristent 
with  section  4903  of  tbe  Bevlsed  Statutes,  wblcb  provider  for  a  reCxamlna^ 
tlon  of  an  application. 

On  Petition. 

TOOL-aOLOEB. 

Mr.  J,  W.  See  and  Messrs.  Brock,  Boeken  (Ss  Smith  for  the 
applicant 

Billings,  Aamtant  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  from  the  action  of  the  Examiner  requiring  that 
the  applicant  specifically  point  out  the  supposed  errors  in  the  Exam- 
iner's action  as  a  prerequisite  to  reconsideration  of  the  case. 

The  record  shows  that  the  claims  originally  presented  were  rejected 
by  the  Examiner  and  the  reasons  therefor  specifically  stated  id  the 
first  Office  action.  The  applicant  thereupon  filed  the  following 
request : 

Responding  to  Esamlner's  communication  dated  June  2.  1908,  Paper  No.  1. 
a  final  action  Is  respectfully  requested,  subject  to  appeal. 

In  response  to  this  request  the  Examiner  stated: 

Tbe  above  communication  asks  for  flnal  action. 

It  Is  tbe  duty  and  desire  of  the  Examiner  to  do  Justice,  in  so  far  as  he  is  able, 
to  both  tbe  applicant  and  tbe  public.    Certain  claims  were  rejected  by  the 


DECISIONS  OF  THE  COMMISSIONEE  OF  PATENTS.  278 

Office  for  reasons  that  w«v  stated.  In  order  tbat  the  Examiner  may  be  afile 
to  do  Jastice  to  the  applicant.  It  Is  proper  that  the  applicant  should  state  why  the 
rejection  Is  erroneous.  In  order  that  the  error,  If  any,  may  be  corrected.  If  he  had 
thonght  the  rejection  proper,  of  course  he  would  have  canceled  the  claims. 
Before  flnat  action,  Rule  69  should  be  compiled  with. 

The  year  within  whldi  this  application  mnst  be  amended  to  avoid  abandon- 
ment dates  from  June  2.  1908,  as  the  last  communication  Is  not  such  an  action 
as  the  condition  of  the  case  requires. 

Upon  receipt  of  this  communication  of  the  Examiner  the  applicant 
again  requested  final  actios  without  pointing  out  any  supposed  errors 
in  the  Examiner's  action,  and  in  view  of  the  insistence  of  the  Exam- 
iner upon  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  Rule  69  before  giving 
further  action  upon  the  merits  of  the  case  brought  this  petition. 

The  petition  reads  as  follows: 

In  the  above-entitled  case  petition  is  hereby  taken  to  the  Commissioner  (or 
the  reason  that  the  Bzamlner  desires  a  compliance  with  Rule  68  before  KlTlng 
further  action  upon  the  merits  of  the  case. 

This  petition  Is  tahm  for  the  purpose  of  testing  the  validity  of  Bale  6&. 

An  oral  bearing  Is  desired. 

It  is  contended  in  behalf  of  the  applicant  that  section  4903  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  makes  it  mandatory  on  the  part  of  the  Commis- 
sioner in  rejecting  any  claim  to  give  briefly  the  reasons  for  such 
rejection,  together  with  such  information  and  references  as  may  be 
useful  in  judging  of  its  propriety,  but  that  the  applicant  is  not,  like 
the  CtHumissioner,  obliged  by  the  statute  to  give  any  reason  or  to 
point  out  specifically  the  supposed  errors  iii  the  Commissioner's 
action;  that,  on  the  other  hand,  the  Commissioner  is  required  to 
order  a  reexamination  of  the  case  if  the  applicant  "  persists  "  in  his 
claims,  and  that  the  provision  of  Rule  69  which  requires  that  the 
applicant  point  out  the  supposed  errors  in  the  Examiner's  action  is 
not  provided  for  by  statute  and  is  consequently  invalid. 

Section  4903  reads  as  follows : 

Sec.  4903.  Whenever,  on  esamlnatlon,  any  claim  for  a  potent  Is  rejected,  the 
Commissioner  shall  notify  the  applicant  thereof,  giving  him  briefly  the  reasons 
for  such  rejection,  together  with  such  Information  and  references  as  may  be 
useful  In  Judging  of  the  propriety  of  renewing  his  application  or  of  altering  his 
specIHcatlon ;  and  If,  after  receiving  such  notice,  the  applicant  persists  In  bis 
claim  for  a  patent,  with  or  without  altering  his  specifications,  the  Commissioner 
shall  order  a  reexamination  of  the  case. 

Rules  65  to  69  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  of  the  United  States  Patent 
Office,  wliich  were  promulgated  by  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  with 
the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  provide  for  the  pro- 
cedure to  be  followed  in  the  examination  of  applications  for  patent. 
In  Rules  65  and  66  it  is  provided  that  whenever  upon  examination 
any  claim  for  any  application  is  rejected  for  any  reason  whatever  the 
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at>plicant  will  be  notified  thereof,  and  the  reftsoDB  for  soch  rejeotaon 
will  be  fully  and  precisely  stated;  that  the  applicant  shall  be  given 
such  information  as  will  be  useful  in  aiding  him  to  judge  of  the  pro- 
priety of  prosecuting  his  application  or  of  altering  his  specification, 
and  that  the  pertinency  of  the  references  to  the  rejected  daims,  if 
not  obvious,  shall  be  clearly  explained. 

Rule  68  prescribes  that  in  amending  the  applicant  must  point  out 
the  patentable  novelty  he  thinks  the  case  presents  and  must  also  show 
how  the  amendments  avoid  such  references  or  objectiima 

Rule  69  provides  for  reconsideration  of  the  claims  without  amend- 
ment and  is  in  terms  as  follows: 

69.  In  order  to  be  entitled  to  tbe  recouBlderBtlon  ptorfded  for  in  Bales  6tt 
and  67,  the  applicant  must  make  request  therefor  In  writing,  and  be  must  dis- 
tinctly and  specifically  point  out  the  supposed  errors  in  the  Kxaminer's  action. 
The  mere  all^atlon  that  the  Examiner  tias  erred  will  not  be  received  as  a 
proper  reason  for  such  reconsideration. 

Section  483  of  the  Revised  Statutes  provides  that — 

Sec.  483.  The  Commlealoaer  of  Fatbits,  subject  to  the  approral  of  tbe  Secre- 
tarif  of  the  Interior,  may  from  time  to  time  establish  reflations,  not  IncoD* 
Blstoit  with  law,  for  the  conduct  of  proceedings  In  tbe  Patent  Office. 

It  is  well  settled  that  rules  of  procedure  in  the  Patent  Office  when 
not  in  conflict  with  any  provision  of  law  have  the  force  and  effect 
of  statutes.  {AUen,  Commissioner  of  Patents  v.  The  United  States 
of  America,  ex  Tel.  Lovyry  and  Planters  Compress  Co.,  C.  D., 
1905,  643;  116  O.  G„  2253;  26  App.  D.  C,  8;  3feU  v.  Midgley, 
post,  612;  136  O.  G.,  1534;  31  App.  D.  C,  534.)  Rule  69,  there- 
fore, if  not  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  section  4903,  is  valid,  and 
the  requirements  of  this  rule  should  in  proper  cases  be  insisted  upon. 

Section  4903  provides  for  reconsideration  of  an  applicant's  case  "  if 
the  applicant  persists  in  his  claim  for  a  patent."  Rule  69  merely 
prescribes  the  procedure  to  be  followed  by  the  applicant  if  he  persists 
in  his  claim.  Tbe  applicant  is  not  deprived  of  the  statutory  rig^t  to 
reconsideration,  nor  is  his  right  to  such  consideration  in  any  manner 
curtailed  by  the  provisions  of  this  rule.  Its  requirements  are  salutary 
and  are  necessary  to  the  proper  procedure  in  the  examination  of 
applications.  As  stat«d  in  the  case  of  ev  parte  Linde,  {C  D^  1905, 
118;  115  0.  G.,  1329:) 

This  rule  Is  believed  to  be  tn  strict  accordance  with  section  4903,  which  pro- 
Tides  for  reexamination  of  an  application.  This  statute  Is  not  believed  to  have 
l>een  enacted  for  tl»e  purpose  of  providing  for  a  merely  formal  procedure.  The 
regxamlnatlon  provided  for  by  tbe  statute  is  for  the  purpose  of  Kiabllng  an 
applicant  to  tmrerse  a  rejection  by  this  Office  and  to  show  by  argument  that  the 
rejection  Is  erroneous.  If  such  be  the  ense. 

The  Examiner  In  the  Qrst  action  treats  the  case  In  the  light  of  the  facts  which 
are  then  before  him,    II  no  reesrais  are  given  why  the  orlgUial  action  should 
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be  modified  or  set  asUe.  tbe  reezamlnatloD  necessarily  becomes  a  mere  formal 
proceedloe  and  no  useful  result  can  accme  therefrom.  It  ts  not  eafflclent 
merely  to  request  a  reconslderatloti  so  that  tbe  application  may.  as  stated  by 
tbe  applicant,  be  in  condition  for  appeal.  If  this  were  the  only  object  of  a 
re§xaniinatlon,  tbe  provision  for  the  same  In  tbe  statutes  would  be  uBelese. 

Furthermore,  as  stated  in  ea  parte  McEnigkt,  (C.  D.,  1901,  238;  97 
O.  G.,  2742:) 

In  order  tbat  this  reSxamlnatlon  may  be  made  lnteJII«ently  by  tbe  E^mlner, 
It  Is  necessary  tbat  be  should  understand  fully  and  clearly  applicant's  position. 
Just  as  It  Is  necessary  for  applicants  In  amendmg  tbeir  claims  to  understand 
fully  and  clearly  tbe  Examiner's  position.  It  Is  only  wben  sucb  a  reciprocal 
understanding  exists  tbat  applications  can  be  prosecuted  Intelligently  and  with- 
out unnecessary  delay. 

In  the-  present  case  the  Examiner  in  his  second  letter  specifically 
requested  the  applicant — 

to  point  out  wherein  tbe  rejection  was  in  bis  opinion  erroneous,  in  order  tbat 
the  Ijlinnilner  may  be  able  to  do  Justice  to  the  applicant. 

No  better  illustration  of  the  salutary  provision  of  this  rule  can  be 
found.  The  Examiner  upon  his  part  invited  the  applicant  to  state 
his  views  as  to  the  bearing  of  the  references  and  reasons  for  rejection 
upon  the  claims  in  order  that  he  might  be  advised  of  the  applicant's 
position  and,  if  he  considered  such  reasons  to  be  well  founded,  allow 
the  claims.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  he  disagreed  with  such  reasons,  a 
clear  and  unmistakable  issue  would  be  defined  which  might  be  pre- 
sented thereafter  to  the  appellate  tribunals  of  this  Office  and  to  the 
Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 

This,  it  is  believed,  is  precisely  in  accordance  with  the  intention  of 
section  4903  of  the  Kevised  Statutes,  which  is  specifically  set  forth  in 
the  terms  of  Rule  69. 

It  may  be  said  in  conclusion  that  it  is  contrary  to  all  principles  of 
practice  to  permit  an  applicant  to  prosecute  his  case  for  the  first  time 
before  the  appellate  tribunals.  The  Examiner  is  the  person  skilled 
in  the  particular  art  to  which  the  invention  appertains,  and  the 
appellate  tribunals  have  a  right  to  his  opinion  upon  matters  presented 
before  them,  rendered  after  due  presentation  of  the  case  before  the 
second  and  final  rejection,  should  the  Examiner  feel  justified  in  re- 
peating his  first  action.  Furthermore,  a  careful  presentation  of  the 
case  after  the  firat  rejection  oftentimes  obviates  the  necessity  of  ap- 
peal. These  are  the  reasons  which  were  undoubtedly  in  the  mind  of 
Congress  when  it  provided  for  a  second  rejection  by  the  Examiner 
before  the  application  would  be  in  a  condition  for  consideration  by 
the  appellate  tribunals. 

The  action  of  the  Examiner  was  undoubtedly  right,  and  the  peti- 
tion is  accordingly  denied.  i 
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The  Wiluam  Lea  &  Sons  Company  v.  H.  C.  Cole  &  Cohfant. 
Decided  December  4,  1908. 
137  O.  G.,  1713. 

1.  Tb&db-Mabks — MonoK  to  Dissolve  Iupbofeblt  Fius  Uhdeb  Rule  48. 

Rule  48  of  the  Trade-Marh  Rules  of  Practice  does  not  provide  for  the 
Qlins  of  motions,  and  a  motion  purporting  to  be  Bled  thereunder  sabmit- 
tlng  a  motion  to  dissolve  the  Interference  and  requesting  Its  transmlssloti 
to  the  Eliaminer  of  Trade-Marks  may  properly  be  dismissed. 

2.  Saub — Motion  to  Dissolve  Based  on  Tbstimont  Impbopeb. 

The  facts  adduced  during  the  taking  of  testimony  in  a  trade-marfc 
interference  tending  to  show  a  misbranding  under  the  Food  and  Drugs 
Act  bj  the  opposing  party  does  not  form  a  proper  basis  for  a  motion  to 
dissolve. 

Appeal  on  Motion. 

tbade-uabk  fob  wseat-flotjk. 

Afr.  T.  W.  Johnson  for  The  William  Lea  A  Sona  Company. 
Messrs.  Steuart  tfe  Steiiart  for  H.  C.  Cole  &  Company. 

MooBE,  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  H.  C.  Cole  &  Company  from  the  decision  of 
the  Examiner  of  Interferences  refudng  to  transmit  to  the  Primary 
Examiner  a  motion  praying  for  the  dissolution  of  the  interfereDce 
upon  the  ground  that  the  specimens  Bled  by  The  William  Lea  & 
Sons  Company  with  its  application  and  as  "  Exhibit  A,"  with  the 
testimony  recently  taken  by  them,  constitute  a  misbranding  under 
section  8  of  the  Food  and  Drugs  Act  of  June  30, 1906. 

The  motion  purports  to  have  been  filed  under  the  provisions  of 
Rule  48  of  the  Trade-Mark  Rules,  which  is  analogous  to  Rule  126 
of  the  Rules  of  Practice  of  the  United  States  Patent  Office.  As  a 
motion  brought  under  this  rule  it  has  no  standing,  for  the  reasons 
stated  in  the  case  of  Struble  v.  Ymtiiff,  (C.  D.,  1906,  97;  121  O.  G., 
340,)  and  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  might  properly  have  dis- 
missed the  motion.  He,  however,  construed  the  motion  to  be  a  mo- 
tion for  dissolution  and  denied  transmission  thereof,  for  the  reason 
that  no  satisfactory  showing  was  made  why  the  motion  was  not 
presented  within  the  period  prescribed  by  Rule  49  of  the  Trade-Mark 
Rules. 

The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  refusing  to  trans- 
mit the  motion  is  clearly  right  The  specimens  forming  part  of 
the  application  were  accessible  to  counsel  for  H.  C.  Cole  &  Com- 
pany at  any  time  after  the  declaration  of  the  interference,  and  the 
matter  adduced  during  the  taking  of  testimony  of  witnesses  in  behalf 
of  The  William  Lea  &  Sons  Company  does  not  form  proper  basis 
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ioe  a  motion  for  dissolution.    On  the  other  hand,  it  is  evidence  which 
should  properly  be  considered  upon  the  final  hearing  of  the  case. 
The  dedaion  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  is  affirmed. 


Hesbst  v.  The  Kothenbero  Co. 

Deckled  September  t8,  1908. 

137  O.  G.,  1939. 


The  words  "  Old  Judge  "  and  a  eo-called  ptctoria)  repreBentation  of  an  old 
Judge  are  not  altematlTea,  since  the  picture  does  not  bave  any  sucb  cbar- 
acterlstlcB  aa  wonld  caaae  tbe  same  to  t>e  designated  by  tbe  name  "Old 
Judge"  unleM  aesoclated  vltb  tbe  words  "Old  Judge." 
2  Sake — Opposmon — Pbiob  iHTERFraERCE — Res  Auuiiicata. 

A  dedeloD  In  an  Interference  Involring  a  trade-mark  consisting  of  tbe 
words  "  Old  Jndge  "  does  not  render  tbe  question  of  registration  of  the  pic- 
ture of  an  old  man  ret  ad/udlcafa,  although  tbe  exhibits  in  the  Interference 
showed  that  the  words  "Old  Judge"  were  used  b;  one  of  the  parties  in 
connection  with  the  picture. 

Affsal  from  the  Examiner  of  Interferences. 

TBASE-UABK   FOB   WHISKT. 

Messrs.  Bacon  <i  MUana  for  Herbst. 

Mr.  Nicholas  A.  Acker  for  The  Rothenberg  Co. 

Moore,  ConMnisaioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interfer- 
ences dismissing  notice  of  opposition  and  adjudging  that  The  Kothen- 
berg  Company  is  entitled  to  the  registration  of  the  mark  for  which 
it  has  made  application.  The  mark  as  described  in  the  original  speci- 
fication is  said  to — 

contist  of  a  conTeotlonal  pictorial  represoitatlon  of  a  Judge,  the  right  arm 
being  raised,  and  tbe  band  thereof  holding  a  glass  of  liquor. 

It  is  alleged  in  the  notice  of  opposition  that  the  opposer  and  his 
predecessors  in  business — 

for  many  years  past  applied  continuously  tbe  trade-mark  "Old  Judge"  to 
whisky  and  claim  the  exclusive  right  to  such  trade-mark — 

and  that — 

In  Interfereuce  proceeding  No.  24,870  tbe  right  of  registration  of  the  trade-mark 
"  Old  Judge  "  is  being  contested  and  determined  but  In  that  interference  The 
Rothenberg  Company  being  tbe  above-uamed  applicant  have  presented  as  ex- 
hibits In  connection  with  their  proofs  certain  labels  which  contain  a  representa- 
tion of  a  flgure  Illustrated  In  tbe  drawing  accompanying  such  application  No, 
16,508,  and  asaoclated  with  such  pictorial  representation  on  tbelr  label  are  the 
I.  Doc.  1349, 60-2 19 
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words. "Old  Judge"  thereby  deatgnattng  that  the  said  pictorial  rapFeaentatloii 
la  Intended  and  particularly  designed  to  repreeent  au  elderly  Jurist  or  as  the 
trade-mark  ImpUea  an  old  Judge. 

The  record  shows  that  a  demurrer  was  filed  against  the  notice  of 
opposition,  which  was  overruled  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences, 
and  the  applicant  required  to  answer  the  notice  of  opposition.  Ad 
answer  was  thereupon  filed,  in  which  it  was  admitted  that  the  said 
The  Rothenberg  &  Company  was  a  party  to  interference  proceeding 
No.  24,870  and  that  proofs  were  duly  taken  by  the  parties  of  this  inter- 
ference, but  denies  that  in  the  decision  rendered  in  connection  with 
the  interference  the  opposer  was  adjudged  to  be  entitled  to  an  award 
of  priority  as  to  the  trade-mark  "  Old  Judge  "  or  that  it  was  declared 
that  the  opposer  was  entitled  to  the  exclusive  right  of  the  name  "  Old 
Judge."    Section  8  of  the  answer  reads  as  follows: 

E^bt  Admits  that  In  the  said  menUoned  Interference  No.  24,870,  the  defend- 
ant herein  presented  and  exhibited  In  connection  with  Its  proofs  certain 
labels,  which  labels  contained  the  representation  of  the  figure  lUastrated  In  the 
drawings  accompanying  the  application  No.  15^509  Involved  In  the  present  pro. 
ceedings;  but  denied  that  the  trade-mark  InvolTed  herein  was  In  any  manner 
embraced  In  the  proceedings  of  the  Interference  No.  24,ST0  mtltled  Solomon  O. 
Herbgt  V.  Records  <E  aoldaboroui^h  v.  The  Rothenberg  Co. 

The  record  of  interference  No.  24,870  shows  that  the  right  of  reps- 
tration  was  denied  to  all  of  the  parties  to  that  interference. 

After  the  filing  of  the  answer  motion  for  judgment  was  made  by 
Herbst  upon  the  ground  that  in  view  of  the  decision  of  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Patents  in  said  interference  and  of  the  admissions  in  the 
answer,  especially  those  above  quoted,  the  question  of  the  right  of 
r^stration  of  the  words  "  Old  Judge  "  and  the  pictorial  representa- 
tion of  the  old  judge  was  res  adptdicata.  This  motion  for  judgment 
was  denied  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  upon  the  ground  that 
the  issue  of  interference  No.  24,870  was  the  words  "  Old  Judge  "  as  a 
trade-mark  for  whisky,  whereas  in  the  present  case  the  question  in- 
volved is  the  right  of  registration  of  the  picture  of  an  old  man  as  a 
trade-mark  for  whisky.  He  stated  in  his  decision  that — 
tbe  similarity  of  the  labels  accompanying  the  applications  involved  In  Inter- 
Cerence  No.  24,870  and  those  accompanying  the  present  application  does  not 
prove  that  the  Rotbenberg  Company  has  so  used  the  two  marks  as  to  make  them 
alternative.  According  to  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  190G  these  labels  or  speci- 
mens are  submitted  for  the  purpose  of  demonHtratIng  In  the  ex  parte  applica- 
tion the  manner  of  using  the  trade-mark.  The  operation  and  extent  of  such 
use  which  are  extremely  important  In  the  determination  of  whether  tbe  pnbUc 
has  been  led  to  consider  the  two  marks  alternatives  are  not  evidenced  by  the 
label.  We  have  th«i  no  evidence  to  support  the  contaitlon.  There  was  there- 
fore a  different  question  decided  In  the  Interference  than  that  to  be  decided  In 
this  opposition  and  this  contention  is  analogous  to  tbe  dlflM^ices  of  the  cause 
of  motion  in  an  equity-  suit. 
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He  tberef(»«  held  the  Bubject-matter  of  the  opposition  was  not  res 
adfudicata  by  reason  of  ttte  decision  in  the  interferenoe  and  aet  times 
for  taking  testimony  in  the  opposition  proceeding. 

No  testimony  was  adduced  by  either  of  the  parties  to  this  proceed- 
ing, and  upon  final  hearing  of  the  ease  the  notice  of  opposition  was 
dismisBed.  The  same  question  is  now  presented  as  was  considered  by 
the  Ezajniner  of  Interferences  upon  the  motitm  ivx  judgment,  and 
it  is  again  urged  that  the  parties  to  this  proceeding  are  the  same 
as  those  involved  in  the  former  interference  and  that  the  subject- 
matter  involved  in  the  former  interference  was  the  trade-mark  "  Old 
Judge,"  as  admitted  in  the  answer  above  quoted. 

It  may  be  stated  that  the  record  of  interference  No.  24,870  shows 
that  the  issue  was  defined  as  "  the  words  '  Old  Judge '  for  whiaky.*' 
It  cannot,  therefore,  be  held  that  the  issue  of  that  interference  was 
of  sufficient  scope  to  include  the  pictorial  representation  involved  in 
this  proceeding.  Furthermore,  no  evidence  has  been  offered  by  the 
opposer  to  establish  the  true  altemativeness  of  the  words  "  Old 
Judge  "  and  the  pictorial  representation  referred  to,  although  oppor- 
tunity was  given  for  the  presentation  of  such  proof.  In  the  decision 
cited  by  opposer  in  support  of  his  contention  the  pictorial  represen- 
tations were  such  as  would  necessarily  be  known  by  the  name  which 
was  considered  an  alternative.  This  condition  does  not  obtain  in  the 
present  case.  The  so-called  picture  of  an  old  judge  does  not,  in  my 
opinion,  have  any  such  characteristics  as  would  cause  the  same  to  be 
designated  by  the  name  of  "  Old  Judge  "  if  not  associated  with  the 
words  "  Old  Judge." 

In  view  of  these  facta  I  am,  of  the  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the 
Examiner  of  Interferences  dismissing  the  notice  of  opposition  was 
clearly  right,  and  it  is  a^rmed. 


Ex  PARTE  MaTNAHD. 

DetMeA  December  i,  1996. 
137  O.  G.,  1940. 
OuuBonoAiaoii — ^Rmoun  roa  TSANsnEB  fbou  Onb  Ditibioh  to  AnoiHta. 

Tbe  fiUng  of  petttlcMiB  reqnestlng  tbat  an  application  be  transferred  frcnn 
one  dlvlalon  to  anotlwr,  wbhA  are  In  tbe  natore  of  complalats,  candemned. 

Ow  PmrnoN. 

■MBBOIDEB  Y'  HOOF. 

Messrs.  Belts,  She^ld,  Bentley  <&  Betts  for  the  applicant. 

Motms,  Commissianer  : 

This  is  a  petition  that  the  above-entitled  application  be  transferred 
from  the  juHsdiction  of  the  Examiner  now  in  charge  of  the  case  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  some  other  Examiner  upon  the  ground  that  in 
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almost  on;  other  division  of  the  Patent  Office  the  differences  set  forth 
in  the  claims  over  the  prior  art  would  result  in  the  allowance  of  the 
application. 

The  record  shows  that  this  application  has  received  two  actions 
by  the  Office,  in  the  first  of  which  certain  references  were  cited 
against  the  claims  and  in  the  second  of  which  the  Examiner  pointed 
out  the  pertinency  of  the  same  references  to  the  claims  as  amended 
at  that  time.  There  appears  to  be  no  reason  for  the  presentation  of 
a  petition  of  this  character,  and  the  filing  of  such  petitions,  which 
are  in  the  nature  of  complaints,  is  to  be  condemned.  Proper  classi- 
fication of  inventions  requires  that  those  of  the  same  character  shall 
be  retained  in  the  same  division,  and  it  is  unreasonable  that  the  Office 
should  be  requested  to  transfer  a  single  application  to  a  division  in 
which  other  inventions  are  classified  or  that  the  Office  should  transfer 
an  entire  class  to  a  different  division  merely  because  a  single  appli- 
cant is  dissatisfied  with  the  character  of  the  action  which  his  appli- 
cation receives.  If  the  applicant  after  traversing  the  reasons  stated 
by  the  Examiner  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  Examiner's  action  is 
erroneous,  he  has  the  adequate  remedy  of  appeal. 

It  may  be  said  in  conclusion  that  complaints  by  innuendo  against 
Examiners  should  not  be  made  in  papers  forming  part  of  the  record 
of  an  application.  For  this  reason  it  is  ordered  that  the  request  filed 
November  5,  together  with  the  Examiner'a  answer  and  the  brief  filed 
in  connection  therewith,  he  removed  from  the  file. 


Ex   PASTE  BaSTHOLOUEW. 

Decided  November  25,  IS08. 

137  O.  G.,  1940. 

Reheabino — SumciEKCT  OF  Showing. 

A  rebearlng  ot  a  declBion  upcni  the  patentability  of  tbe  claims  of  an 
iDTentlon  will  not  be  granted  on  tbe  bare  statement  tbat  ioformatlon  which 
It  Ib  sought  to  present  upon  rehearing  "  conld  not  have  been  obtained  at 
an  earlier  date  "  where  there  was  a  delajr  of  eleven  months  after  the  de- 
cision before  the  petition  for  rehearing  was  flied  and  there  Is  no  excuse 
for  tills  delay  nor  any  showing  that  if  proper  diligence  had  been  exercised 
the  information  referred  to  could  not  have  been  obtained  at  an  earlier  date. 

On  Petition. 


Messrs.  Bates,  Fonts  <&  Hull  for  the  applicant. 
BiLLiNOS,  Assistant  Com-miasioner : 

This  is  a  petition  for  rehearing  in  a  case  where  certain  claims  were 
held  to  be  unpatentable  in  my  decision  rendered  December  23,  1907. 
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Petitioners  state  that  since  the  rendering  of  the  said  decision  they 
have  received  information  which,  if  permitted  to  present  the  same, 
they  believe  would  result  in  a  change  in  the  decision  rendered.  They 
state  that  this  information  could  not  have  been  obtained  by  them 
at  an  earlier  date  and  that  they  are  prepared  to  furnish  affidavits 
embodying  said  information. 

In  tie  case  of  Parker  v.  Spoon,  (73  MS.  Dec,  460,)  where  a  peti- 
tion of  similar  character  was  presented,  the  Commissioner  said : 

The  only  reaaoDS  given,  therefore,  for  a  rehearing  in  thia  case  are  that  the 
petitioner  liaB  discovered  new  tacts  which  have  a  t)earlng  upon  the  questions 
decided  therein. 

Soch  a  showing  la  clearlr  inauncleot  to  warrant  a  retearing.  Upon  a  petl- 
ttcm  for  rehearing  on  the  ground  of  newly-dlecovered  evidence  it  is  essentiai  that 
such  evidence  be  distinctly  stated.  It  la  not  Bufflci«it  to  allege  merely  that 
new  facts  have  been  discovered.     {AiXit  v.  Stowell,  85  Fed.  Kep.,  481.) 

Furthermore,  beyond  a  bare  statement  that — 
tblB  toformatlon  could  not  have  been  obtained  by  them  at  an  earlier  date — 
there  is  no  showing  in  excuse  of  the  delay  of  eleven  months  in  bring- 
ing this  petition,  nor  is  there  any  showing  that  if  proper  diligence 
had  been  exercised  the  information  referred  to  could  not  have  been 
obtained  at  an  earlier  date. 

The  petition  m  denied. 


Ex  PASTE  ChAFTEE. 

DecUea  November  £7,  1908. 
137  O.  G.,  1941. 

1.  AmnvmnT — Addiro  Diffubnt  Species. 

The  statement  In  the  original  i^wciScatlon  that  "  I  am  sware  of  several 
modlded  foms  of  uy  Inventlnn  but  deem  it  unnecessary  to  illnstrate  and 
deBcril>e  the  same  in  detail "  does  not  warrant  the  Insertion  by  amendment 
of  descriptlona  and  lilustrationB  of  species  different  from  that  originally 
disclosed. 

2.  dbawiros — Shegi  ConTAiNiRO  Onlt  One  Fioube. 

A  sheet  of  drawings  containing  only  one  figure^  occupying  only  a  amail 
pMtion  of  one  side  thereof.  Is  objectionable. 

On  pETmoN, 

WI!IIM>W-8A8H   Ain>  LOCK  THEBEFOE. 

Mr.  H.  F.  Newbury  and  Messrs.  Georgii  c6  Massie  for  the  appli- 
cant. 

BiLLiNoa,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  from  the  requirement  of  the  Examiner  tl^t^lhe 
additional  sheet  of  drawings  filed  May  25,  1906,  together  with  the 
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amendatory  matter  referring  thereto  contained  in  the  amendment 
Sled  May  25, 1906,  be  canceled. 

The  Examiner  based  his  requifMnent  as  to  Figures  13,  14,  16,  16, 
and  17  on  the  j^ound  that  they  inrolTe  new  matter  and  as  to  Fig.  12 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  unnecessary  and  to  allow  it  to  remain  in 
the  case  would  leave  the  sheet  of  drawings  unbalanced. 

The  record  shows  that  the  case  as  originally  filed  contained  the 
following  statement : 

I  am  aware  of  sererar  modified  forms  of  my  InveDtlon  but  deem  It  nnneces- 
mry  to  Ulustratc  and  describe  tbe  same  In  detail. 

The  Ezamiora-  required  that  the  mattw  referred  to  in  the  above- 
qqoted  statement  be  illustrated  or  the  same  be  canceled.  In  response 
to  this  requirement  applicant  filed  the  sheet  of  drawings  above 
referred  to.  An  examination  of  the  application  shows  that  the  mat- 
ter illustrating  Figs.  13  to  17  was  nowhere  spedfically  described  in 
the  specification,  and  the  same  therefore  embodies  new  matter  and 
should  be  canceled.  It  is  doubtless  true  that  in  a  broad  sense  the 
invention  disclosed  in  these  figures  is  within  the  statement  of  invea- 
tion  in  the  original  application.  Such  a  statement  does  not,  however, 
^ve  an  applicant  authority  for  subsequently  inserting  in  the  caan 
descriptions  and  illustrations  of  different  species  of  his  invention. 

As  to  Fig.  12  the  illustration  shown  therein  appears  to  be  entirely 
unnecessary,  and,  since  it  occupies  a  small  portion  of  one  side  of  the 
sheet,  to  allow  the  same  to  remain  in  the  case  would  necessitate  a 
requirement  for  a  new  sheet  of  drawings  having  only  this  figure 
thereon. 

The  petition  is  denied. 


Ex  PASTE  ADin". 

Decided  December  I,  J908. 

137  O.  G.,  1941. 

EiAMiNATioN  or  AppLiCATioirs—ExpLARATion  or  Brtemitcm — PiWAi.  REJKonon. 

Where  the  pertlii«ic7  of  the  refereoces  had  bcMi  aaffldently  explained  and 

claims  were  presented  without  arKument,  but  with  a  request  for  farther 

explanation  of  the  referaiceB,  a  final  rejection  of  the  claims  was  proper. 

On  PETmoN. 

WASRBOABD. 

Messrs.  C.  A.  Snow  <&  Company  for  the  applicant. 
BiLLiNOS,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  that  the  Examiner  be  directed  to  reopen  this  case 
for  the  purpose  of  applying  the  references  to  "each  feature  of  the 
claims." 
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The  invention  upon  which  application  for  patent  is  made  is  an 
alleged  improvement  in  washttoards.  The  record  shows  that  the 
Examiner  rejected  the  claims  presented  in  the  original  application 
and  specifically  applied  the  references  to  each  of  the  claims.  In  view 
of  amendment  the  Examiner  in  his  next  action  cited  two  additional 
re^rences.  Upon  subsequent  amendments  to  the  case  the  Examiner 
relied  upon  the  references  of  record  in  the  case,  each  time  indicating 
the  manner  in  which  the  references  were  to  be  combined. 

On  April  22,  1908,  the  applicant  requested  the  Examiner  to  apply 
the  references  specifically.  In  response  to  this  request  the  Examiner 
made  further  explanation  of  the  application  of  the  references  to  the 
chiims  and  concluded  his  letter  as  follows : 

In  tbe  opinion  of  the  Examiner  the  entire  application  preaentH  nothing  that  ia 
patentable  over  the  references  that  have  been  cited;  and  as  the  application  has 
already  received  nine  refectiont  the  dalme  should  be  pot  la  condition  tor  Anal 

In  response  to  this  action  the  applicant  remedied  a  certain  infor- 
mality in  one  claim  and  again  requested  the  Examiner  to  explain  the 
pertinency  of  th6  references. 

In  reply  the  Examiner  stated : 

The  claims  are  rejected  on  the  referencee  and  tor  the  reasons  prerlonsly  given 
for  the  same.   This  rejection  la  made  SnaL 

It  is  contended  on  behalf  of  the  petitiofier  that  the  Examiner  has 
refused  to  apply  the  references  in  regard  to  certain  specified  features, 
and  it  is  urged  that — 

an  applicant  should  be  entitled  to  have  ever^r  feature  of  hie  Invention  treated  by 
the  Primary  Examiner  and  when  all  of  the  features  have  been  thoroughly 
exhausted,  and  the  applicant  still  believes  himself  to  be  entitled  to  a  patent,  it 
Is  then  that  the  case  should  be  carried  to  the  Board  of  Examiners- tn-Chlef  on 
appeal.  There  Is  one  feanre  In  the  present  application  which  has  apparently 
not  beM)  given  consideration  by  the  Examiner  and  that  la  the  feature  heretofore 
noted. 

The  invention  for  which  application  for  patent  is  made  is  an 
extremely  simple  one,  and  in  view  of  the  explanations  of  the  Exam- 
iner the  pertinency  of  the  references  should  have  been  sufficiently 
obvious  to  <me  skilled  in  the  art,  and  especially  to  attorneys  actively 
prosecuting  applications  before  the  Patent  Office.  The  claims  in 
issue  were  presented  a  second  time  without  argument,  and  the  request 
that  the  pertinency  of  the  references  be  further  explained  is  believed 
to  have  been  unnecessary.  The  Examiner,  therefore,  adhering  to  his 
original  opinion  and  having  no  new  grounds  of  rejection  to  offer,  very 
properly  decided  that  the  prosecution  of  the  case  before  him  should 
cloee. 

The  EiBommer's  aoHon  fifuUly  rejecting  the  cUdma  was.  n(^i  pre- 
mature, and  the  petition  is  accordingly  denied.  '-'' 
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BaBCOCS  V.  PiCKABD  V.  ASHTON  AND  OuBTIS. 

DecMed,  December  2,  1908. 

137  O.  G.,  1942. 

IRRBFEBKHCB — Access  to  Afplicatiod. 

A  part?  to  an  interferoice  1b  not  eatltl«d  to  see  tbe  parent  application 
of  a  patent  of  the  opposing  part?  referred  to  Id  bla  prellmlDarT  Btat«De&t 
when  It  does  not  appear  that  the  opposing  party  Is  relyluK  on  such  parent 
application  to  eetabltsb  a  date  of  constmctlve  redaction  to  practice. 

On  Petition. 


Messrs.  Wilkinson,  Fisher  t&  Witherspoon  for  Babcock. 
Mr.  Philip  Famsworth  and  Messrs.  Meyers,  Cushman  c6  Rea  for 
Pickard. 
Mr.  J.  Odell  Fowler  for  Ashton  and  Curtis. 

BiLLiNos,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  by  Aahton  and  Curtis  that  they  be  permitted 
to  inspect  and  obtain  a  copy  of  the  application  of  Pickard,  Serial 
No.  342,465. 

The  petition  is  based  on  the  following  grounds : 

1.  That  in  the  preliminary  statement  filed  by  Pick&rd  the  follow- 
ing statement  is  made : 

That  on  Angust  30,  1906,  he  died  his  application  for  patent,  Serial  Nnmber 
332,897  (which  resulted  in  Patent  No.  877,451.  January  21,  1908)  for  the  pur- 
pose and  with  the  Intent,  object  and  result  of  broadly  protecting  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  counts  herein,  tc^ether  with  various  and  all  other  substances 
and  classes  of  substances  which  are  Included  within  the  broad  Invention  of 
said  patent. 

2.  That  the  record  shows  that  on  August  30,  1906,  Pickard  filed 
an  application  for  Patent  Serial  No.  332,697;  that  this  application 
was  divided,  the  divisional  case  being  No.  342,465,  and  that  this  Vas 
again  divided,  the  latter  divisional  case  being  numbered  401,856; 
that  the  first  application  matured  into  Patent  No.  836,581  and  the 
last  into  Patent  No.  877,451;  that  it  appears  from  the  record  of 
this  latter  patent  that  no  references  were  cited  therein,  but  it  was 
stated  that  the  claims  of  application  Serial  No.  342,465  were  not 
patentable  over  the  claims  thereof. 

It  is  argued  on  behalf  of  Ashton  and  Curtis  that  since  this  latter 
patent  is  referred  to  in  Pickard's  preliminary  statement  they  are 
entitled  to  see  the  intermediate  application,  which  is  the  parent  ap- 
plication so  far  as  the  latter  patent  is  concerned,  in  order  to  ascertain 
what  references  were  cited  therein,  as  no  references  were  cited  in  the 
application  on  which  the  latter  patent  was  granted. 
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This  contention  is  believed  to  be  not  well  founded.  None  of  the 
applications  referred  to  in  the  petition  is  involved  in  the  interference, 
and  therefore  the  case  does  not  fall  within  the  ruling  in  those  deci- 
sions which  hold  that  where  a  divisional  application  is  involved 
in  an  interference  the  other  party  to  the  interference  has  a  ri^^t  to 
obtain  access  to  the  parent  application.  Nor  does  it  appear  from 
Pickard^s  preliminary  statement  that  he  is  relying  on  these  appli- 
cations in  any  such  manner  as  would  entitle  Ashton  and  Curtis  to  see 
the  intermediate  application.  If  by  the  paragraph  referred  to  in 
Pickard's  preliminary  statement  he  intends  to  claim  that  he  is  entitled 
to  August  80,  1906,  as  evidence  of  conception  or  reduction  to  practice 
of  the  invention  involved  therein,  the  only  question  which  could  arise 
would  be  whether  the  application  which  resulted  in  Patent  No. 
877,451  was  a  division  of  application  Serial  No.  332,697,  filed  August 
30,  1906,  and  this  question  is  in  no  way  concerned  with  whether  the 
application  on  which  Patent  No,  877,451  was  granted  was  a  division 
of  the  intermediate  application  or  not,  since  if  the  matter  shown  in 
the  latter  application  was  disclosed  in  the  earlier  Pickard  would 
be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  that  date. 

The  petiiion  i«  denied. 


Ex  PASTE  LlTCHFIELn. 

Decided  December  S,  1908. 

13T  O.  G..  1M2. 

APPLiCAiTOti  rm  Fdstheb  Pbosecution  Arm  Fiital  REiEcnon. 
Wtm«  tbe  claims  In  an  application  are  finally  rejected  after  a  full  prose* 
cntlon  by  tbe  applicant  and  a  clear  laaue  baa  been  readied  between  the  ap- 
plicant and  the  Primary  Examiner,  the  case  will  not  be  reopeoed  for 
farther  proaecntlon. 


Messrs.  G.  A.  Snow  c6  Company  for  the  applicant. 

Billings,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  that  the  Examiner  be  instructed  to  reopen  the 
above-entitled  application  and  to  give  an  action  on  the  merits  of  the 
claim  presented  by  amendment  of  January  7, 1908. 

The  record  shows  that  the  claims  originally  presented  were  rejected 
and  the  pertinency  of  the  references  pointed  out,  and  that  subse- 
quently the  application  of  the  references  to  the  claims  was  repeatedly 
pointed  out  in  view  of  the  amendments  presented.  On  September 
26, 1907,  a  new  claim  was  presented  in  place  of  the  claims  then  pend- 
ing and  was  rejected  by  the  Examiner  upon  two  references  and  the 
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mariner  in  which  these  references  were  to  be  combined  was  set  foitii. 
On  January  7,  1908,  a  claim  covering  the  same  subject-matter,  but 
differing  in  terms,  was  presented,  whereupon  the  Examiner  made  tiie 
following  action: 
The  claim  Is  rejected  on  the  references  cited  In  tbe  Office  letter  of  October  19, 

1907,  and  tbls  rejection  Is  made  final. 

Thereafter  the  applicant  presented  an  amendment  adding  a  second 
claim  and  requesting  that  the  Examiner  point  out  under  Rule  65  the 
reason  for  rejection  of  the  claim  inserted  by  the  amendment  dated 
January  6,  1905.  The  Examiner  thereupon  refused  to  enter  the 
amendment,  for  the  reason  that  the  case  was  under  final  rejection, 
and  further  pointed  out  that — 

the  application  of  tbe  refereoceB  to  the  aDally-reJected  claim  la  given  In  tUs 
Office  letter  of  October  19,  1907. 

The  applicant  endeavored  to  further  prosecute  the  case,  but  sub- 
sequent amendments  were  not  accepted  by  the  Examiner. 

The  invention  in  controvert  is  an  exceedingly  simple  one,  and  the 
pertinency  of  the  references  to  the  claims  presented  and  to  the  inven- 
tion is  obvious,  especially  in  view  of  the  statements  contained  iu  the 
Examiner's  letters.  There  appears  to  have  been  a  clear  and  unmis- 
takable issue  reached  as  to  the  patentability  of  the  invention  at  the 
time  the  Examiner  finally  rejected  the  claim,  and,  for  the  reasons 
sUted  in  ex  parte  Lasance,  (C.  D.,  1907,  S74;  131  O.  G.,  1421,)  the 
action  of  the  Examiner  finally  rejecting  the  claim  on  February  18, 

1908,  was  not  premature.  In  view  of  this  fact  there  appears  to  be 
no  reason  for  reopening  the  case  for  the  purpose  of  further  amend- 
meat. 

The  peHtion  ia  denied. 


Ex  FABTE  Miller. 
Decided  December  10, 190S. 
187  O.  G.,  1943. 
Dklat  in  CouPLETiNo  Applicatior — New  Oath  Rbqcibed. 

Where  a  petition,  oath,  Bpeciflcatton.  and  drawlDg  were  filed  In  tbe  Offlce 
on  a  certain  date,  but  the  fee  was  not  paid  untU  over  fonr  months  later,  a 
new  oath  was  properly  required. 

On  PsTTinoN. 

EAILWAT-UAIL  OATCHKB  AHD  DKLtVIXKK. 

Mr.  Frank  J.  Tuttle  for  the  applicant 
Billings,  Assistant  Commissioner! 

This  is  a  petition  frtun  the  action  of  the  Primary  Examiner  req.uir- 
iog  an  additional  oath  in  this  case  under  the  provisions  of  Rule  46, 
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on  the  ground  that  the  application  was  not  filed  complete  within  a 
reasonable  time  after  the  execution  of  the  origina]  oath.  {See  ex 
parte  Branna,  C.  D.,  1901,  282;  97  O.  G.,  2538.) 

The  record  shows  that  the  original  oath  was  executed  Apnl  28, 
1908.  The  petition,  oath,  specification,  and  drawing  were  filed  in 
the  Patent  Office  on  April  30,  1908,  two  days  thereafter.  The  first 
fee  of  fifteen  dollars,  however,  was  not  paid  into  the  Patent  Office 
until  September  17,  1908,  and  the  application  was  therefore  given  a 
complete  filing  date  as  of  September  17,  1908,  in  accordance  with  the 
practice  in  such  cases. 

The  only  reason  for  requiring  an  applicant  to  file  an  oath  executed 
on  a  date  near  to  the  date  upon  which  his  application  was  filed  com- 
plete is  to  make  certain  the  facts  regarding  public  use  and  sale,  pub- 
lication of  the  invention,  and  prior  patenting,  which  are  required  to 
be  set  forth  in  the  oath.  It  is  very  evident  that  the  same  deficiency 
exists  with  r^ard  to  these  al1«^tions  set  up  in  the  oath  in  the  present 
case,  where  the  oath  is  sworn  to  on  a  certain  date  and  promptly  filed 
in  the  Patent  Office,  together  with  the  usual  papers  constituting  the 
application,  and  the  fee  necessary  to  complete  the  filing  of  the  appli- 
cation is  withheld  from  payment  for  a  period  of  six  months  or  more, 
as  they  do  in  a  case  such  as  considered  in  e»  parte  Branna,  supra, 
where  the  oath  is  sworn  to  on  a  certain  date  and  the  application  re- 
tained in  the  hands  of  ihe  inventor  and  filed  complete  in  the  Patent 
Office  some  months  thereafter. 

As  stated  above,  in  the  present  case  the  oatti  was  sworn  to  on  the 
28th  of  April.  The  petition,  oath,  specification,  and  drawing  were 
filed  on  the  30th  of  April,  and  the  fee  was  filed  in  the  Patent  Office 
September  17.  The  application  therefore  received  a  complete  filing 
date  of  September  17.  To  accept  this  application  without  the  filing 
of  a  new  oath  would  necessitAte  reading  into  the  present  oath  the 
facts  that  the  applicant  on  the  28th  of  April,  1908,  took  oath  that 
them  had  he«n  no  public  use  or  sale  of  the  invention  or  publication  of 
the  invention  or  patenting  of  the  invention  for  more  than  two  years 
prior  to  September  17,  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  application  com- 
plete. It  is  evident  from  the  reading  of  the  oath  which  was  executed 
the  28th  of  April  that  the  applicant  did  not  upon  that  date  swear  to 
any  such  facts.  While  the  facte  in  the  case  of  ex  parte  Branna 
(C.  D.,  1901,  232;  97  O.  O.,  2&3S,)  are  not  exactly  the  same  as  the 
facts  in  this  case,  the  principles  announced  in  that  deeiraon  are  equally 
applicable  to  this  case. 

The  petiHon  U  denied. 

D,g,t7cdb/GOOgIC 
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KbNT  v.  WliaON   V.  jEFFEai  AND  JbFTERT. 

Decided  December  IS,  1908. 
137  O.  G.,  ]943. 

1.  PucLiiiinABT  Stateueitt — Ahehduert  After  Tebttuont. 

Where  durliig  tbe  taking  of  testimony  notice  was  given  by  cotmael  for 
W..  Id  connection  with  an  answer  of  a  witness  as  to  tbe  date  of  dtscloeure, 
of  an  Intention  to  present  a  motion  for  leave  to  amend  W.'s  preliminary 
statement,  Held  tbat  sucb  notice  Is  Insufficient  to  warrant  amoidDient  of 
tbe  statement  to  change  tbe  allegation  of  making  a  model  to  an  allegation 
of  reduction  to  practice  at  aueb  date. 

2.  Saux — Same — Delat  id  BBmaino  Motion. 

Wbere  counsel  for  W.  was  apprised  or  tbe  &ctB  which  W.  expected  to 
prove  as  early  as  September  23,  1908,  and  tbe  testimony  in  behalf  of  W. 
was  filed  In  the  Patent  Office  on  October  ft,  1908,  but  the  motion  to  amend 
tbe  preliminary  statement  was  not  filed  until  October  30,  field  that  In  tbe 
absence  of  sufficient  excuse  tbe  delay  In  filing  the  motion  warrants  the 
dental  of  the  motion. 

Appeal  on  Motion. 

bpabsino-pltjo. 

Messrs.  Knight  Brothers  for  Kent 

Mr.  Victor  J.  Evans  for  Wilson. 

Mr.  WUliam  8.  Hodges  for  Jeffery  and  Jeflfery. 

BnxiNflB,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Wilson  from  a  decision  of  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  denying  his  motion  for  leave  to  file  an  amended  pre- 
liminary statement.  Wilson  in  his  original  statement  alleged  con- 
ception of  the  invention  about  the  Ist  of  August,  1905,  drawings 
about  the  1st  of  September,  1905,  disclosure  about  the  15th  of  Janu- 
ary, 1906,  making  of  the  model  on  or  about  the  1st  of  October,  1905, 
and  the  reduction  to  practice  about  tiie  1st  of  September,  1906.  By 
the  proposed  amendment  the  allegation  of  the  making  of  a  model 
about  the  Ist  of  October,  1905,  is  changed  to  a  reduction  to  practice 
at  that  time. 

Peter  H.  Wilson,  the  appeUant,  testified  that  on  or  about  the  1st  of 
September,  1905,  he  made  a  drawing  which  he  offered  in  evidence 
as  "  Exhibit  A."  In  answer  to  Question  23,  whether  he  ever  showed 
the  sketch  to  any  one  about  the  time  be  completed  it,  he  said,  "  I 
showed  it  to  my  wife  at  that  time."  Objection  was  made  to  the 
question  on  the  ground  tbat  it  tended  to  establish  a  date  of  disclosure 
at  variance  with  the  allegation  in  the  preliminary  statement.  There- 
upon counsel  for  Wilson  gave  notice  on  the  record  that  he  would  as 
soon  as  practicable  after  the  conclusion  of  the  testimony-in-chief  of 
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Wilson  more  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  for  leave  to'  amend  Wil- 
son's preliminary  statement.     Wilson  was  therefore  asked : 

Q.  24.  state  wben  yon  first  made  a  model  sbowlng  tbis  InTentloal 

A.  About  October  lat,  1906,  I  abonld  Jndse. 

At  a  subsequent  point  in  the  examination  this  "  model "  was 
offered  in  evidence.  No  hint  was  then  ^ven  that  the  previous  notice 
of  intention  to  amend  the  statement  included  an  intention  to  amend 
the  allegation  with  regard  to  the  "  modeL"  The  presumption  still 
existed  that  the  motion  to  amend,  if  brou^t  at  all,  would  be  for  the 
purpose  of  correcting  the  alleged  date  of  disclosure.  No  further 
notice  appears  in  the  record  of  any  intention  on  the  part  of  Wilson 
to  move  for  permission  to  amend  the  preliminary  statement  in  re- 
spect to  the  dat«  of  reduction  to  practice  of  the  invention.  The  tes- 
timony-in-chief was  taken  in  behalf  of  Wilson  on  the  7th  of  October, 
1908,  and  was  filed  in  the  Patent  Office  on  the  9th  of  October.  The 
motion  to  amend  Wilson's  preliminary  statement  was,  however,  not 
filed  until  the  30th  of  October,  1908. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  denied  Wilson's  motion  to  amend, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  failure  of  Wilson  to  move  pr<Hnptly  to  file 
his  amended  statement  after  the  discovery  of  the  alleged  error  in  his 
original  preliminary  statement  had  lost  him  any  rights  which  he 
might  have  to  the  relief  sought.  The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  was  clearly  right  The  notice  contained  in  the  record 
appears  in  connection  with  the  testimony  relative  to  the  disclosure 
of  the  invention  by  means  of  the  drawing,  which  was  objected  to 
by  counsel  for  Jeffery  and  Jeffery  as  being  inc<Hisist«nt  with  Wil- 
son's preliminary  statement.  The  witness  was  examined  throughout 
in  respect  to  the  making  of  "  models,"  and  counsel  for  Jeffery  and 
Jeffery  proceeded  to  cross-examine  Wilson  and  the  other  witnesses 
called  in  his  behalf  upon  the  testimony  taken. 

As  stated  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences: 

It  may  welt  be  tbat  bad  tbe  attorney  for  Jeffery  and  Jeffery  been  apprised  of 
tbe  Intention  to  bring  a  motion  to  amend  WIlBon'a  preliminary  statement  carry- 
ing bis  date  of  redaction  to  practice  back  to  October  1,  1905,  be  wonid  bave 
desired  to  cross-examine  tbe  witnesses  on  bebalf  of  Wilson  along  differmt  lines. 

It  must  therefore  be  held  that  the  notice  upon  the  record  is  insuffi- 
cient to  warrant  the  amendment  of  the  preliminary  statement  as 
desired.  Furthermore,  as  early  as  the  23d  of  September,  1906,  coun- 
sel for  Wilson  was  in  possession  of  knowledge  of  the  facts  which 
Wilson  expected  to  prove  and  on  Octdber  7th  was  fully  advised  by 
Wilson's  testimony  of  the  character  of  the  device  alleged  to  be  a 
model.  It  was  incumbent  upon  him  to  move  promptly  to  amend  his 
preliminary  statement,  if  such  motion  was  to  be  brought  in  good 
faith.    Tbe  argument  presented  in  the  brief  that  tbe  Examiner  of 
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Interferences  faUed  to  recognize  the  distinction  between  thB  first 
intimation  that  a  mistake  had  occurred  «nd  a  full  discover;  of  the 
error,  which  necessitated  the  delay  from  September  23  to  October  7, 
and  the  excuse  that  it  required  several  days  to  ascertain  the  facts 
presented  in  connection  with  the  motion,  the  consultation  of  the 
authorities  to  be  relied  upon  in  connection  with  such  motion,  and  in 
the  correspondence  absolutely  necessary  between  Wilson  and  his 
counsel  in  connection  with  the  affidavits  attached  thereto  do  not  con- 
stitute a  sufficient  excuse  for  the  delay  in  Bling  the  motion  to  amend. 
The  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  is  affirmed. 


ZtUUEB   V.  HoKTON. 

Decided  December  H,  1907. 
137  O.  O.,  2210. 

1.  iHTEBFEBKnCE— Pbiobitt. 

Tbe  evidence  coDBldered  and  Held  to  sliow  tbat  Z.  reduced  tbe  Inven- 
tion to  practice  prior  to  tbe  earliest  date  claimed  by  H.,  and  tberetore 
priority  was  properly  awarded  to  Z. 

2.  Saue — Sake — ConcEALUEnr. 

An  application  was  filed  by  B.  and  D.,  and  an  interference  wee  declared 
between  It  and  a  patent  to  H.  Tbereafter  an  application  was  filed  by  Z., 
wblcb  was  added  to  tbe  interference.  B.  and  D.'a  and  Z.'s  applicatlooa 
were  ae^gned  to  tbe  Bame  par^,  and  E.  and  D.  conceded  priority  to  Z. 
It  appeared  Z.'s  application  was  filed  more  than  two  years  after  bis  device 
was  built  and  tested.  Held  tbat  these  facts  do  not  bring  the  case  within 
the  doctrine  of  Mamm  t.  Hepburn,  as  Z.'s  device  was  tested  In  ahope  open 
to  the  public,  and  the  flUi^  of  the  appllcatloii  of  E.  and  D.  n^atived  any 
Intention  on  the  part  of  the  asaignee  to  abandon  tbe  invention. 

3.  Saue— Saub — Aduisbions  at  Heabihg. 

Where  an  admlsBion  la  made  before  one  of  tbe  tribunals  of  this  Ofilce, 
tbe  party  making  such  admission  shoald  not  thereafter  be  allowed  to  re- 
pudiate It. 

Appeal  from  Esaminers-in-Chief. 


Messrs.  Jones  <&  Addington  and  Mr.  Edwin  B.  H.  Tower,  Jr.,  for 
Horton.    (Mr.  MelviUe  Church  of  counsel.) 

Mr.  Albert  G.  Davis  for  Zimmer.  {Mr.  Robert  B.  Read  and  Mr. 
Frank  J.  Se(U>olt  of  counsel.) 

Moore,  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Horton  from  a  decision  of  the  Examiners-in- 
Chief  affirming  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  and 
awarding  priority  of  invention  to  Zimmer  on  the  following  issue: 

1.  In  combination,  a  anpply-circult,  a  motor-arms  tare  connected  to  said  sup- 
ply-circuit, a  motor-field  connected  to  said  supply-circuit,  a  resistance  connected 
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In  nld  field-Glrcnlt  ft  second  r«8lMBnce  coimected  In  said  armatiire-clrcnlt,  a 
mOTHble  member  for  controlling  said  Seld-clrcnlt  and  a  second  movable  member 
for  controlling  said  armature-circuit,  eatd  second  member  movable  In  one 
direction  to  remove  tbe  resistance  controlled  thereby  from  ttie  armature-circuit, 
and  Bald  first  member  morable  In  an  opposite  direction  to  Insert  the  reelBt- 
auce  controlled  thereby  In  the  deld-drcnlt 

2.  In  combination,  a  sui^ly-clmiit,  a  motor-armature  connected  In  said  sup- 
ply-circuit, a  resistance  connected  In  said  fleld-circutt,  a  second  resistance  con- 
nected in  Bald  armature^lrcult,  a  movable  member  tor  coDtrolllag  said  field 
resistance  and  a  second  movable  member  for  controlling  said  armature  resist- 
ance, said  second  member  movable  in  one  direction  to  remove  mid  armature 
resletauce  from  circuit  and  said  first  ronnber  movable  In  an  opposite  direction 
to  insert  said  field  resistance  In  circuit,  means  tending  to  keep  said  mcwid 
member  in  Its  initial  position,  and  a  magnet  for  retaining  said  second  member 
in  a  predetermined  position. 

3.  Id  combination,  a  supply-circuit,  a  motor-armature  connected  In  said  sup- 
ply-circuit, a  motor-field  connected  In  said  snpplx-circnit,  a  reelstaace  connected 
In  aald  field  circuit,  a  second  resistance  connected  In  said  armature  circuit,  a 
movable  member  for  controlling  said  field  realetance,  a  second  movable  mem- 
ber for  controlling  said  armature  resistance,  said  second  member  movable  in 
one  direction  to  remove  said  armature  resistance  from  clrcnlt.  and  said  first 
member  movable  In  an  opposite  direction  to  insert  said  field  resistance  In  clr- 
cntt,  a  spring  tending  to  keep  said  second  member  In  its  Initial  position,  and  a 
magnet  for  retaining  said  second  member  In  a  predetermined  position. 

4.  In  combination,  a  movable  meml)er,  a  reristance  controlled,  therein,  a  sec- 
ond movable  member,  a  resistance  controlled  tber^y,  a  magnet  to  retain  satd 
second  movable  member  in  a  predetermined  position,  means  for  causing  said 
members  to  move  together  until  said  second  member  Is  grasped  by  said  magnet 
and  tbereafter  permitting  said  first  member  to  move  Independently  of  said 
second  member. 

5.  In  combination,  a  movable  element,  a  resistance  controlled  thereby,  a  sec- 
tmd  movable  element,  a  resistance  controlled  thereby,  means  tending  to  keep 
said  second  movable  member  In  Its  Initial  position,  a  magnet  for  retaining 
said  second  member  In  a  predetermined  position,  and  means  whereby  said  first 
member  will  move  said  second  member  to  a  position  to  be  grasped  by  satd  mag- 
net and  thereafter  operate  Independently  of  said  second  member. 

The  invention  is  a  combined  motor-starter  and  speed-controller  in 
vbich  the  starting  and  field  resistances  are  both  under  the  control  of 
a  single  handle.  In  the  structures  of  both  parties  thi?  is  effected  by 
providing  two  pivoted  arms,  one  in  circuit  with  the  starting  resist- 
ance and  the  other  with  the  field  resistance,  and  so  constructing  and 
arranging  the  arms  that  a  movement  of  one  causes  a  movement  of 
the  other. 

Zimmer  claims  to  have  conceived  the  invention  and  disclosed  it  to 
others  in  February,  1903,  and  to  have  reduced  it  to  practice  in  Janu- 
ary, 1904.  Horton  claims  conception  and  disclosure  on  May  3,  1904, 
and  reduction  to  practice  in  June,  1904. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  and  the  Examiners-in-Chief  held 
that  Zimmer  had  established  a  reduction  to  practice  prior  to  the  dat« 
of  conception  claimed  by  Horton  and  that  he  had  not  lost  his  right 
to  a  patent  by  concealment  of  his  invention. 
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The  interference  was  originally  declared  between  the  patent  to 
Horton  and  an  application  of  Emerson  and  Dorgeloh,  which  is 
assigned  to  the  General  Electric  Company  and  which  was  filed  prior 
to  the  application  on  which  Horton's  patent  was  granted.  Subse- 
quently Zimmer's  application,  which  is  also  assigned  to  the  General 
Electric  Company,  was  filed  and  was  added  to  the  interference. 
After  testimony  had  been  taken  on  behalf  of  Zinuner  a  concession  of 
priority  in  favor  of  Zimmer  was  filed  by  Emerson  and  Dorgeloh,  and 
judgment  was  rendered  against  them. 

There  are  in  evidence  as  "  Zimmer's  Exhibits  C,  D,  E,  and  F  "  four 
rheostats  which  were  made  by  Zimmer  in  the  shops  of  the  General 
Electric  Company  between  Christmas,  1903,  and  May  14, 1904.  "  Ex- 
hibits D,  E,  and  P  "  disclose  every  element  of  each  of  the  counts  of 
the  issue.  "  Exhibit  C  "  does  not  contain  the  resistance;  but  it  clearly 
appears  from  the  testimony  of  Zimmer  (Q.  57-60)  and  Fenwick 
(Q.  15-23)  that  this  device  was  designed  to  be  used  with  standard 
resistances,  which  were  clamped  to  it,  and  that  it  was  tested  by  using 
it  in  starting  a  five-horse  power  motor. 

It  appears  from  the  testimony  of  Yates  that  on  January  5,  1904, 
he  received  from  the  power  and  mining  department  of  the  General 
Electric  Company  a  letter  written  by  Emerson,  one  of  the  joint  in- 
ventors, stating  that  this  department  had  had  several  requests  for  a 
compound  starter  and  regulator  and  that  a  regulator  similar  to  a 
sketch  annexed  to  the  letter  could  be  used  with  some  one-fourth 
horse-power  230-volt  motors  on  sensitive  drills.  Yates  thereupon  in- 
structed Dorgeloh  to  design  a  rheostat  carrying  out  the  idea  shown  in 
this  sketch,  which  was  done,  and  the  rheostats  "  Exhibits  D,  E,  and 
F  "  were  built  by  Zimmer  exactly  in  accordance  with  Dorgeloh's  de- 
signs, 

Zimmer  testifies  that  he  made  "  Exhibit  C  "  about  Christmas,  1903, 
and  Yates  states  that  he  saw  this  device  prior  to  his  receipt  of  Emer- 
son's letter  of  January  5,  1904.  Zimmer,  however,  has  nothing  to  fix 
this  date  by  except  a  trip  to  New  York,  the  date  of  which  is  not  made 
to  appear.  While  Yates  testifies  that  he  saw  this  device  prior  to  the 
receipt  by  him  of  Emerson's  letter,  it  would  appear  that  he  is  mis- 
taken in  this,  since  he  did  not  inform  Emerson  that  such  a  device  had 
already  been  built  by  one  of  the  employees  of  the  General  Electric 
Company,  but  instructed  Dorgeloh,  another  of  the  employees,  to  de- 
sign a  device  to  carry  out  the  idea  shown  in  Emerson's  sketch, 

Dorgeloh,  Frederick,  Lucas,  Chadwick,  and  Fenwick  all  testify  to 
having  seen  "  Exhibit  C  "  tested  in  the  early  part  of  1904.  Dorgeloh 
fixes  the  time  he  saw  it  as  being  prior  to  the  inventory  of  1904,  which, 
it  is  stipulated,  took  place  between  January  30  and  February  2, 1904, 
and  Fenwick  states  that  he  saw  it  prior  to  March  2fi,  1904,  whidi  date 
he  fixes  by  the  fact  that  he  saw  it  while  making  tests  on  a  rheostat 
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mveDted  by  om  HaU,  the -report  of  vbich  teet  is  dated  Mu-ch  S5, 1904. 
Chadwiok,  Lucas,  Dorgetob,  and  ^xuuer  kll  feeetify  tbftt  tiie  device 
Qfwrsted  SBCceaefttll;.  Tlie  testitnoey  of  these  wHnesseB,  taken  in 
ooi»eeti(Mi  -with  the  teetiatoi^  of  Fenwick,  tiist  the  device  wh«i  tested 
was  coDOVcbed  up  with  reast^mxs,  as  ^iowd  in  the  exhitnt  "  Fenwick 
^etch  J,"  16  b^d  Buffidest  to  abow  tbat  Zimmer  re^oed  the  inv«ffi- 
tiaa  to  practice  by  buildii^  mad  suocenfiilly  teetm^  "  Eshibit  <^  " 
prior  to  the  date  Horton  claims  for  conceptioa. 

In  the  de(»eion  of  the  Euuniner  of  Int^-f^iviices  it  ie  8tftt«d  tbat  it 
was  admitted  by  Horton  at  the  heuing  tint  the  mi^3Dg  and  t«8ti&g 
of  "  Exhibit  C  "  in  the  first  week  in  Janoary,  1904,  constituted  a  re- 
duoti<Mi  to  practice  of  the  uiv«ntioB  in  issue,  l^t  there  was  no  mis- 
take oa  the  part  of  the  Examiner  of  Interfersnoes  as  to  tbie  admiesion 
is  diown  by  tbe  fad.  that,  in  taking  an  appeal  from  bis  decision,  it 
was  not  all^(ed  that  he  wM  in  error  in  holding  t^t  Zxnmer  reduced 
the  inventioB  to  pra<Aice  in  January,  1904:,  nor  was  it  argued,  eithM* 
ia  the  l»ief  filed  bef<««  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  or  that  filed 
beftMTe  the  Examina^-ia-Chief,  tiwt  Kimmel'  had  not  established  swAk 
reduction  to  practice. 

Where  an  admissirai  is  made  before  one  of  the  trlbnnats  of  tibis 
Office,  tbe  party  making  su^  adfAiasion  ahtwld  not  thensfter  be 
allowed  to  repudiate  it 

Since,  as  pointed  out  above,  the  record  establishes  a  redu<3tion  to 
practice  by  Zimmer  prior  to'  Horton's  date  of  OHiception,  it  Is  not 
necessary,  however,  to  base  this  decision  on  Horton's  admission. 

It  is  cfHUteoded  by  Horton  that  even  if  SCimmer  did  reduce  his  in- 
vention to  practice  he  so  ctnicealed  his  inv<enition  that  he  has  lost  his 
ri^t  to  a  patent,  under  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Mason  v.  Hepburn 
(C.  D.,  1898,  610;  84  O.  G.,  147)  and  Thomaon  v.  Weston,  (C.  D., 
1903,  521;  99  0.  G.,  864.) 

Zimmer's  application  was  not  filed  till  nearly  two  years  after 
■<  Kxhibit  C  "  was  made  and  t«flt«d  and  about  five  OHMiths  after  tbe 
grant  of  Horton's  patent.  The  record  shows  that  Zimmer  at  the 
time  he  built "  Exhibit  C  "  was  in  the  emi^oy  of  the  General  Electric 
Company  and  that  he  looked  to  this  company  to  decide  whether  an 
application  for  patent  should  be  filed  on  his  device,  although  his 
contract  with  the  company  by  which  he  agreed  to  assign  them  his 
inventions  was  not  made  till  April  or  May  of  1904. 

Zimmer  testifies  that  aftw  testing  the  liieostat  "  Exhibit  C  "  he 
showed  it  to  Yates,  who  told  him  to  take  it  to  the  patent  department 
of  the  General  Electric  Company,  which  was  done.  Later,  when 
Zimmer  found  that  an  application  had  been  filed  in  the  name  of 
Emerson  and  Dorgeloh,  he  protested,  insisting  that  he  was  the  in- 
ventor. The  fact  that  Zimmer  built  the  rheostats  "  Exhibite  D,  E, 
and  F  "  in  accordance  with  the  commercial  designs  woited  out  by 
TO026— H.  Doc.  1S49, 60-2 20 


294  DECISIONS  OF  THE  COMMIBBIONEB  OP  PATENTS. 

Dorgeloh  cannot  be  held  to  militate  against  his  right  to  a  patent, 
for,  as  be  states  in  answer  to  RRD.  Q.  317-322,  he  supposed  tliat  in 
making  these  designs  his  invention  as  embodied  in  "Exhibit  C** 
had  been  followed,  the  designs,  however,  showing  a  smaller  device. 

It  is  contended  on  behalf  of  Horton  that  "  Exhibits  D,  E,  and  F,** 
if  reductions  to  practice  of  the  invention  in  controverq',  were  re- 
ductions to  practice  of  Emerson's  invention  and  cannot  be  availed  of 
by  Zimmer  or  his  assignee. 

The  contention  is  believed  to  be  not  well  taken.  Zimmer  has,  as 
pointed  out  above,  established  a  reduction  to  practice  of  the  invention 
while  in  £he  employ  of  the  General  Electric  Company,  by  whom 
the  question  of  applying  for  a  patent  on  his  invention  was  to  be 
determined.  This  company  showed  no  intention  of  concealing  the 
invention.  They  had  the  rheostats  "  Exhibits  D,  E,  and  F,"  which 
embody  the  invention,  built  and  used  in  their  s^ops,  which  were  open 
to  the  public.  They  filed  an  application  for  the  invention  prior  to 
the  filing  of  Horton's  application.  This  application  was  filed  in  the 
name  of  Emerson  and  Dorgeloh,  but,  nevertheless,  this  filing  nega- 
tives any  intention  on  the  part  of  the  assignee  to  conceal  the  invention. 
Whether  the  filing  of  the  application  in  the  name  of  the  joint  appli- 
cants was  due  to  a  mistake  on  the  part  of  the  patent  department  of 
the  General  Electric  Company  or  to  the  fact  that  for  some  reasMl 
sufficient  attention  was  not  paid  to  Zimmer's  claim  of  inventorship  at 
the  time  he  called  the  attention  of  the  patent  department  to  "  Exhibit 
C,"  tiie  assignee  company,  who  was  interested  in  the  invention  and 
not  in  the  particular  person  who  invented  it,  actually  made  and  used 
the  invention  and  also  applied  for  a  patent  thereon.  In  view  of 
these  facts  the  case  cannot  be  held  to  fall  within  the  doctrine  of 
Ufaeon  v.  Hepburn,  supra. 

Zimmer,  having  established  a  reduction  to  practice  prior  to  Hor- 
ton's conception  of  the  invention  and  not  having  lost  his  right  to  a 
patent  by  concealment  of  the  invention,  is  entitled  to  an  award  of 
priority. 

Tke  decision  of  the  Examiners-in-€hief  is  affirmed. 


Greene,  Tweed  &  Co.  v.  Manufactdhers'  Belt  Hook  Coufant. 

DetMed  December  18, 1908. 

187  O.  G.,  2221. 

1.  Appuoatioh — Not  Pbiua  Facte  Bvn>EKCi:  or  Ownebship. 

Under  tbe  Trade-Mark  Act  of  190S  an  application  for  reKlstraUcn  does 
not  coDStltiite  evldeace  of  adoption  and  use  of  tbe  mark  claimed  as  of  the 
date  of  tbe  application,  as  tbe  application  Is  not  prima  facie  evidence  of 
owaerSblp. 
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2.  OFFoarnoii — Opfobix  Nkkd  Not  be  EJimrLED  to  Reqibtbatior. 

In  order  tbat  an  opposition  ihall  be  sastalned  It  Ib  not  neMSsarjr  tbat  tlte 
oppoaer  blniBeU  shall  be  entitled  to  reglBtratloo. 
8.  8iif iLASiTT  or  Makkb — "  Blank's  Bn.T  Stum." 

A  mark  comprising  the  words  "Goinlne  Blake's  Belt  PaBtenera,"  the 
word  "  Ooialne  "  being  printed  with  a  large  "  O  "  wMcb  almost  completely 
Incloses  the  remainder  of  the  woi^  and  across  which  there  le  vertically 
alranged  the  representation  of  a  belt-ftstener,  HeM  not  entitled  to  registra- 
tion In  Tlew  of  the  prior  adoption  and  nee  by  another  of  the  words  "  Blake's 


Affeai.  from  Examiner  of  Interferences. 


TBAnB-MABE  FOB 

3/r.  Arthur  E.  Parsons  and  Mr.  John  M.  Coit  for  Oreene,  Tweed 

Mewrs.  Dyrenforth,  Lee,  Chritton  c6  Wiles  and  Messrs.  Dudley^ 
Browne  d:  Phelps  for  Manufacturers'  Belt  Hook  Company. 

Mocks,  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  Manufacturers'  Belt  Hook  Company  fnnn 
a  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  sustaining  the  opposition 
filed  by  Greene,  Tweed  &  Co.  holding  that  the  Manufecturers'  Belt 
Hook  Company  is  not  entitled  to  register  the  mark  shown  in  its 
application. 

This  mark  comprises  the  words  "  Genuine  Blake  Belt  Fasteners,** 
the  word  "  Genuine  "  being  printed  with  a  large  "  G  "  which  almost 
completely  incloses  the  remainder  of  the  word  and  has  the  representa- 
tion of  a  belt-fastener  crossing  it  vertically.  On  each  end  of  the  said 
fastener  appears  two  stars  with  the  numeral  **  1 "  therebetween. 

With  the  answer  of  the  Manufacturers'  Bdt  Hook  Co.  is  filed  a 
certified  copy  of  a  decision  of  Judge  Kohlsaat  of  the  United  States 
Circuit  Court  of  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois  rendered  on  a 
motion  for  preliminary  injunction  in  a  suit  between  the  parties  to 
this  opposition.  It  is  contended  on  behalf  of  the  applicant  tbat  this 
decision  determines  that  the  words  "  Blake's  Belt  Studs  "  are  common 
property  owing  to  the  fact  that  these  words  were  applied  by  Greene, 
Tweed  &  Co.  and  its  predecessors  in  business  to  an  article  manufac- 
tured under  a  patent,  which  patent  has  mnce  expired.  It  is  further 
ccmteoded  that  applicant's  mark  so  differentiates  from  this  mark 
as  to  be  entitled  to  registration. 

There  is  no  testimony  now  in  the  case  on  behalf  of  the  Manufac- 
tures' Belt  Hoob  Co.,  and  it  has  therefore,  established  no  date  of 
adoption  and  use  of  its  mark,  as  its  application  is  not  under  the  act 
of  Febnuiy  20, 1906,  even  prmm  facie  evidence  of  ownership.   The 
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earliest  date  of  adcfitioo  and  use,  however,  alleged  is  Ihe  apfdioatioH 
ie  October  12,  19M. 

The  testimony  offered  on  behalf  of  the  oppeeet  estcUishee  1^  fact 
that  since  at  least  as  early  as  1903  Greene,  Tweed  ft  Go.  has  bem  sail- 
ing belt-fasteners  of  sabstantially  the  confignnrtion  of  "Ae  belt- 
fasteners  shown  in  applicant's  mark.  Hie  cartons  in  which  these 
fasteoars  are  packed  are  marked  on  one  aide  "  Blake's  Belt  Studs." 
It  also  appears  that  Greene,  Tweed  &  Co.  has  for  aeverai  ymurs  sent 
out  circulars  in  which  their  product  has  been  adrertiaBd  «8  the 
"  Genuine  Blake's  Belt  Studs." 

It  having  been  thus  established  that  Greene,  Tweed  &  Co.  used  this 
mark,  the  question  of  applicant's  li^t  to  regiatration  resolves  itself 
into  the  question  whether  the  mark  shown  in  the  application  so 
nearly  resembles  this  mark  that  confusion  would  be  likely  to  be 
caused  in  the  mind  of  the  purchasing  public ;  and  this  is  true  whether 
the  words  "  Blake's  Belt  Studs,"  as  contended  by  the  applicant,  are 
public  property  or  not,  because  it  is  not  necessary,  in  order  that  an 
opposition  should  be  sustained,  that  the  opposer  himself  shall  ba 
eotiUed  to  re^ster  his  marie  for,  if  the  opposer  has  used  this  mark 
prior  to  the  time  of  its  use  by  the  aj^licant,  the  applicant  is  not  en- 
titled to  the  exclusive  use  of  it,  even  though  be  may  be  entitled  to 
use  it  in  common  with  the  rest  of  the  public. 

Coming,  then,  to  the  comparison  of  the  two  marks,  the  words 
"  Blake's  Belt  Studs  "  used  by  the  one  are  practically  the  sama  as 
"  Blake's  Belt  Fasteners  "  used  by  the  other,  as  the  word  '*  studs " 
and  the  word  "  fastener  "  are  interchangeably  applied  to  this  article. 
The  use  of  the  word  "  Genuine  "  does  not  distinguish  from  the  mark 
used  by  the  opposer,  nor  does  the  fact  that  this  word  is  written  in  a 
more  or  less  fanciful  torm  distinguish  Uie  two  marks.  Taking  the 
mark  as  a  whole,  the  effect  of  writing  the  word  "  Genuine  "  with  a 
big  "  G  "  inclosing  the  rest  of  the  word  is  not  sufGdent  to  distiaguish 
the  marks  one  from  the  other.  {£"3!  parte  The  Columhia  Incan- 
descent Lamp  Company,  C  D.,  1901,  89 ;  96  O.  G.,  1086.)  Nor  is  the 
fact  that  a  belt-fastener  is  placed  transversely  across  this  "  O'  suffi- 
cient to  distinguish  the  two  marks,  for  the  belt- fastener  shown  in  the 
mu-k  is  practically  a  facsimile  of  the  fastener  sold  by  Greana,  Tweed 
&  Co.,  and  the  effect  of  using  it  as  a  part  of  applicant's  mark  would 
be  to  add  to  the  confusion  in  the  mind  of  the  purchasing  public 

For  these  reasons  it  is  held  that  the  action  of  the  Examiner  of  Inter- 
ferences in  sustaining  the  opposition  was  clearly  right,  and  the  tame 
is  affirjTied. 


,,  Google 
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Tm  tfonTHWBTMm  CoifSouDATSv  Mi&uKio  Company  v.  William 
CAU.AH  A  Son. 

Decided  November  27,  tOOS. 

1S7  O.  «L,  232a. 

t.  TBadb-Uabks — Offositioii — Stutlamtt  of  -Mabkb — Pboop  or  Actual  Coit- 

Zk^  sn  oppMUon  proMedtaiK  wtere  nuM-ba  are  m  nlllte  ttut  tt  Iff  AvMant 
tbat  coBiwiaB.  ta  llkel;  to  aete  It  Is  not  hmhb&it  tor  tte  «gvoKE  to  prore 
actnal  confnatap  In  oxdet  to  pieveat  KslstistlaB,  <cltlng  O.  W,  ('ate  <&  Com- 
pany T.  Marthatl  OU  Company,  ante,  SS;  133  O.  O.,  994.) 
2.  Samk — Sauk—"  Cebtd0aT'  and  "  Gebebota." 

The  won)  "  Certosa  "  as  a  trade-mark  for  floor  bo  nearly  reeembleB  tbe 
word  "  Cefeeota  "  Ofwd  for  tbe  mme  elasB  of  goods  as  to  be  likely  to  canaa 


TKAD^llAaK.  EOK  WEUUT-HOCB, 

Mr.  Patrick  H.  Ownckel  for  The  Northwestern  Consolidated  Sfill- 
ing  CfHupray. 

Mr.  John  F.  0''Keefe  and  Messrs.  Hopkins  t&  Hopkins  for  William 
Callsm  &  Son. 

B1UJNQ8,  Assistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  William  Caltam  A  Son  from  a  decision  of  the 
Examiner  of  Interferences  sustaining  tbe  opposition  of  The  North- 
western Consolidated  Milling  Company  and  holding  that  William 
Callam  &.  Sod.  are  not  mtitlad  to  registration  of  the  mark  shown  in 
ihxa  aiiiiUcation. 

liK  toetameny  takm  on  behalf  of  the  opponer  showsi  that  it  adopted 
the  word  *'  Ceresota  "  as  a  trade-mark  for  flour  in  1891  and  has  con- 
tinuously used  it  since  thai  time.  The  applicant  do«e  not  claim  to 
have  adopted  its  mark  "  Certoaa  "  antit  about  May  1, 1906.  The  only 
question  to  be  determined,  therefore,  is  whether  these  maite  -so 
nearly  pesemMe  each  other  as  to  be  Bkely  to  cause  confusion  in  trade. 

There  was  no  proof  of  actual  confusion,  but  it  is  weU  settled  that 
in.  caaes  where  the  marks  are  so  alike  that  it  is  evident  that  confuson 
is  likely  to  arise  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  opposer  to  prove  actual 
coajEu&ioa  ia  order  to  prevent  registration.  {G.  W.  Cole  t&  Compsny 
v.  Mma^alL  OU  Contpang,  ante,  88;  133  O.  Q.,  994.) 

It  is.  eTident  from  an  inapection  of  these  two  marks  that  confusion 
would  be  likely  to  arise,  the  marks  reeembling  each  other  both  in 
apitmniiyft  and  soaod.    In  tbe  case  of  The  Northwestern  Conwli- 


,C\>o^lc 
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dated  MUling  Company  v.  Mauser  and  Cres«man,  (162  Fed.  Bep., 
1004,)  decided  July  31,  1906,  Judge  Archibald  said: 

That  "  Cremota  "  Is  an  lofrlngement  of  "  Oer«eota  "  needs  no  argnment.  In- 
deed tbe  resemblance  Is  bo  close  as  to  auKKest  that  It  Is  deliberate. 

Applicant's  mark  '*  Certoaa  "  more  nearly  reaemblea  "  Cereaota  " 
than  does  the  mark  "  Cressota,"  considered  in  the  abore-cited  decision. 

The  question  was  raised  at  the  hearing  before  the  Examiner  of  In- 
terferences that  it  appeared  ftom  the  testimony  taken  on  behalf  of 
William  Callam  &  Son  that  their  mark  had  not  been  used  in  com- 
merce with  foreign  nations  or  Indian  tribes  or  in  interstate  commerce. 
He  declined  to  pass  on  this  question,  as  it  was  not  raised  in  the  notice 
of  opposition,  but  recommended  that  registration  be  refused  on  this 
ground.  The  case  was  referred  to  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks, 
who  held  that  the  testimony  showed  that  the  mark  had  not  been  used 
in  such  commerce  and  that  therefore  a  statutory  bar  existed  to  the 
re^stration  of  the  mark.  This  furnishes  another  ground  for  holding 
that  William  C^lam  &  Son  are  not  entitled  to  the  re^stration  of  the 
mark  shown  in  their  application. 

The  deciaion  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  i$  affmaed. 


Ex  PASTE  Davis. 

Deotded  DeoeMher  14,  1M8, 

1S7  O.  0„  2222. 

AaunwinD  Appuoatior — Delay  Not  TTitavoidable. 

Tbe  tact  tbat  an  applicant  wbo  bas  allowed  an  appIlcaU<«  to  lapse  1^ 
fallnre  to  proaecnte  becomes  involved  in  an  interfereace  on  a  sobfleqnentlT 
filed  apidlcatlon  in  no  way  sfaowa  that  the  delay  in  proaecntlnc  tbe  earUer 
application  was  nnavoldable. 

On  Pbtition, 


Meaarg  Ckandlee  d;  Chandlee  for  the  applicant. 

BiLLiNOS,  Aaaistant  Commissioner: 

This  is  a  petition  that  the  above-entitled  application  be  held  not 
abandoned. 

The  record  shows  that  on  June  7, 1905,  a  letter  was  written  stating 
that  the  claims  appeared  to  be  allowable,  but  that  a  new  oath  was 
necessary  owing  to  the  delay  between  the  date  of  the  execution  of  the 
oath  and  the  date  of  filing  of  the  application. 

In  the  present  petition  the  attorneys  state  that  on  June  8,  1905,  a 
new  oath  was  sent  to  the  applicant  wiA  instructions  to  execute  the 
same,  but  that  this  was  not  d(me,  and  that  on  March  8, 1906,  a  aeoond 
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oaih  WK8  sent  by  the  attorneys  with  the  statement  that  the  allowance 
of  the  case  could  not  be  obtained  until  the  oath  was  filed  in  the  Patent 
Office,  and  that  such  oath  was  not  returned  until  June  22,  1906.  It 
is  stated  further  that  an  application  has  been  filed  as  a  refiling  of  the 
present  application,  and  that  the  later  application  has  become  in- 
volved in  an  interference.  The  petition  is  based  on  the  ground  that 
t^e  later  application  was  filed  within  two  years  from  the  date  upon 
which  the  present  application  became  abandoned  and  on  the  further 
grotuid  that  it  is  desired  that  Uie  applicant  may  obtain  the  benefit 
of  the  filing  date  of  this  application  in  the  above-mentioned  inter- 
ference. 

Clearly  the  facts  above  stated  afford  do  ground  for  the  grant  of 
this  petition.  No  reason  whatever  is  given  why  the  applicant  was 
unable  to  execute  an  oath  and  file  it  within  one  year  from  the  date 
of  the  Office  action,  nor  is  any  reason  given  for  the  delay  in  filing  the 
present  petition  after  the  receipt  of  the  oath  properly  executed  on 
June  22,  1906. 

The  fact  that  an  applicant  who  has  allowed  an  api^ication  to  lapse 
by  failure  to  prosecute  becomes  involved  in  an  interference  on  a  sub- 
sequently filed  application  in  no  way  shows  that  the  delay  in  prose- 
cuting the  earlier  application  was  unavoidable,  nor  does  the  fact  that 
the  second  application  was  filed  within  two  years  from  the  lapse  of 
the  first  constitute  any  ground  for  holding  that  applicant  is  entitled 
to  the  date  of  the  filing  of  such  earlier  application  as  a  date  of  con- 
structive reduction  to  practice. 

The  petition  is  denied. 
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In  be  Dshpsbt. 

DtoUted  ^atMMrv  90.  1906. 

132  O.  O^  1OT4. 


1.  PuiAJ,  Fee — Delay  ih  riuno — Not  Accepted. 

A  fliwl  fee  wblct  was  Inclosed  Id  a  letter  reglMeied  at  a  snbatatloD  «t 
the  poet-offlce  of  Washington,  D.  C,  on  the  last  day  allotrea  tor  pajiuani 
tbereat  aitd  wbieh  reached  ttie  dty  post-office  at  aboM  2.30  p.  a.  ui  nld 
dar>  but  waa  sot  delivered  to  tixe  Patent  OHce  until  tbe  second  day  tbere- 
after  bscanae  of  an  Intervening  boliday,  should  not  be  accepted  and  ap- 
plied, as  It  was  llled  outside  of  the  period  fixed  by  law. 

i  Same — Cowbtbdctive  Deuvebt  to  Patent  Office — Evidence. 

The  contention  that  a  final  fee  which  was  placed  In  a  rec^tacle  set 
apart  for  tbe  Patest  CMBce  by  tba  city  poct-oSce  on  tke  last  day  altowed 
(or  Dayment  ts  cotMrnctiTaly  a  delivery  to  the  Patent  OSbse  haa  no  bari» 
In  tile  abaence  of  proof  tbat  tba  fee  was  «o  eet  apart. 

8.  EnDEHCE — Recobo  or  PosT-OrFtcE  Conclusive. 

Tbe  records  of  tbe  city  poet-offlce  as  to  the  time  when  a  registered 
package  was  placed  In  a  receptacle  set  apart  for  the  use  of  the  Pat«it  Offlce 
win  be  accepted  as  conclusive. 

Mr.  Wfdter  H.  Pwaphrey  for  the  applicant. 

Dbfabtiugnt  of  the  Intbbior, 
Waahiagton,  D.  C,  January  SO,  1S08. 
CcHnxieaiONEB  of  Patents. 

Sib:  Ths  Department  has  cousideied  the  proffered  appeal  of  Wil- 
liua  S.  Dempeey  fnun  a  decisioa  of  your  Of^  of  December  9, 1S07, 
boldiog  that  the  final  fee  in  the  matter  of  his  application  for  Letters 
PatMit  for  an  invuition  was  not  received  within  the  tune  allowed  hj 
Uw  and  the  regnlaUons  of  the  Pattnt  Office,  and  witiibo1dii% 
patent  for  that  reason. 
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Section  4885  of  the  Revised  Statutes  provides  that — 
Bverr  patent  ahall  bear  date  as  of  a  day  not  later  than  six  mmitlis  from  the 
time  at  wblcb  It  was  passed  and  allowed,  and  notice  thereof  was  seat  to  the 
applicant,  or  bis  agent;  and  If  tbe  final  fee  Is  not  paid  within  that  period, 
the  patent  shall  be  withheld. 

Eule  167  of  the  Patent  OflSce,  based  on  said  section  4885,  is  as 
follows : 

Efery  patent  will  bear  date  as  of  a  day  not  later  than  six  months  from  tbe 
time  the  application  was  paeeed  and  allowed  and  notice  thereof  was  mailed 
to  the  applicant  or  his  attorney.  If  within  that  period  the  final  fee  be  paid  to 
the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  or  If  It  be  paid  to  the  Treasurer  or  any  of  tbe 
assistant  treasurers  or  designated  d^MWltarles  of  the  United  States,  and  tbe  ctx- 
tlficate  promptly  forwarded  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents;  andU  tbe  floal  fee 
be  not  paid  witbin  that  period,  the  patent  will  be  wltbbeid. 

A  patent  will  not  be  antedated. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  payment  of  the  Snal  fee  in  this  case  was 
not  made  within  the  time  provided  by  said  section  and  said  Rule  167, 
unless  the  depositing  thereof  by  registered  letter  in  a  substatioD  of 
the  Washington  city  post-office  on  the  last  day  of  the  period  allowed 
by  law,  and  its  subsequent  delivery  to  the  central  office  in  said  city 
on  that  day,  at  2.30  p.  m.,  was  a  delivery  to  the  Patent  Office  within 
the  meaning  of  this  statute. 

This  question  was  most  carefully  considered  in  an  opinion  of  As- 
sistant Attorney-General  Van  Deventer  February  15,  1901,  in  the 
case  of  the  appeal  of  Michael  J.  Cannon,  involving  a  substantially 
similar  question  and  contention.  In  that  opinion,  which  was  ap- 
proved by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  it  was  held  that  the  postal 
auUiorities  are  not  the  agents  of  the  Government  for  the  collection 
of  Patent  Office  fees ;  that  the  agents  of  the  Government  for  this  pur- 
pose are  designated  in  the  rules  governing  the  practice  of  that  Office, 
and  that  the  postal  authorities  are  not  among  the  agents  so  desig- 
nated. This  would  seem  to  be  conclusive  of  the  question  here  pre* 
sented,  but  it  is  contended  that  the  Patent  Office  has  in  the  central 
city  post-office  at  Washington  a  receptacle  in  which  it  is  the  practice 
to  deposit  all  mail  for  the  Patent  Office,  and  that  the  registered  let- 
ter containing  the  final  (e^  in  this  case  was  deposited  in  said  recep- 
tacle by  the  post-office  authorities  some  hours  before  the  closing  of 
the  official  day  in  the  Patent  Office,  and  but  for  a  regulation  or  cus- 
tom under  which  the  mail  of  said  Office  is  not  sent  for,  this  letter 
would  have  been  delivered  therein  long  before  the  closing  of  office 
hours  on  such  day.  No  proof  of  the  fact  on  which  this  contention 
is  based  is  furnished,  and  your  Office  reports  that  upon  inquiry  at 
the  city  post-office  it  has  been  ascertained  by  examination  of  the  poet- 
office  recc»^  that  such  letter  was  not  in  fact  placed  in  said  receptacle 
on  said  day,  and  not  until  the  following  day. 
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The  records  of  the  post-office  on  this  question  of  fact  will  be  ac- 
cepted as  conclusive.    There  is,  therefore,  no  basis  for  this  contention, 
and  without  expressing  an  opinion  as  to  its  sufficiency,  were  it  well 
founded  in  fact,  tke  appeal  is  denied. 
Very  respectfully, 

(Signed)  Jesse  E.  Wilson, 

Assistant  Seeretary. 


In  be  Lambert. 

DecMed  July  £8,  190S. 
ISS  O.  G.,  1SS4. 

1.  Rkmewal  or   FoKPBiTBD   Applications — Secord   Rbhewai. — No   Appeal  to 

Skcbbiabt  of  the  Intebiob  fbou  the  Retdsal  to  Accept. 
No  appeal  lies  to  the  Secretary  of  the  loterlor  from  a  refusal  of  the 
Coramiaeloiier  of  Patents  to  accept  a  aecoad  renewal  application.  The 
qneetlon  raised  being  one  of  a  Judicial  or  quBBl-Judlclal  character,  the 
Ksueiy,  If  there  be  one,  Ilea  In  appeal  to  the  courts.  {Buttenoorth,  Com- 
miaaioner  of  Patents,  r.  U.  S..  ex  rel.  Hoe  et  ol.,  C.  D.,  1SS4,  429;  29  O.  G., 
ei5 ;  112  U.  8.,  901 ;  Poole  t.  Avery,  C.  D.,  1889,  2SS ;  87  O.  O.,  3S7 ;  14  AsBt 
Atty.  Gmerars  Opinion,  001.) 

2.  Samb— Ofikioh  or  the  Asbistaht  Aitobket  Oehebal — Nor  Bindino  Dfon 

OoHMiBBiOREB  or  Patehth. 
Ad  oidnlon  of  an  Aaslatant  Attorney-General  for  the  Interior  Department 
relating  to  the  right  to  file  a  second  renewal  application  rendered  upon  re- 
qaeet  of  the  GommlsBloner  of  Patents  Held  to  be  merely  advisory  In  nature, 
and  the  Commissioner  might  property  have  disregarded  the  same  bad  he 
desired,  and  sbonld  now  disregard  the  same  If  In  his  opinion  It  was  In  error. 

Messrs.  Kenyan  <fe  Kenyan  for  the  applicant.  {Mr.  William  Hous- 
ton  Kenyan  and  Mr.  Walter  F.  Bagers  of  counsel.) 

DePARTHEMT  of  THE   INTERIOR, 

Washington,  July  25, 190S. 
The  CoMMissioNBB  of  Patents: 

Sir:  Counsel  for  Asher  Lambert  have  proffered  an  appeal  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  from  the  action  of  your  OfBce  refusing  to 
accept  a  second  renewal  application  filed  by  Lambert  for  the  issuance 
of  Letters  Patent  for  an  invention.  Accompanying  the  appeal  is  a 
petition  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  praying  that  two  certain 
opinions  of  the  Assistant  Attorney-General,  dated  June  30, 1894,  and 
January  10,  1895,  respectively,  involving  the  same  question  presented 
by  this  appeal  and  which  were  approved  by  the  then  Secretary  of  the 
Interior — 

be  wltbdrawn  so  that  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  may  return  t&tlie  practice 
wblcb  existed  for  thirty  yeara  prior  to  the  date  of  said  opinions.'^  itn.)<^lc 
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The  queeti(m  presented  by  the  proffered  appeal  is  whether  ttke  Com- 
aossiooer  of  Patents  erred  in  refusing  to  accept  a  renewal  ap]^icstion 
by  Lambert,  he  already  having  made  one  renewal  ap{rfication  fort^ 
same  invention.  This  question  is  covered  by  sectioos  4886  aitd  4W7 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  which  are  as  follows : 

Sec.  4SS6.  Bveiy  pateat  Bhall  bear  date  as  of  a  daj  not  later  than  six  montlia 
from  Hie  ttme  It  was  paesed  and  allowed  and  noUce  thereof  was  aent  to  the 
applicant  or  bla  agent;  and  If  the  flaal  fee  is  not  paid  within  that  period  the 
patent  eball  be  withheld. 

Sec.  4897.  An;  person  who  haa  an  interest  In  an  Inventloa  or  dlBCOvery, 
whether  aa  inventor,  discoverer,  or  assignee,  for  which  a  patent  waa  ordered  to 
Issue  upon  the  payment  of  the  final  fee,  but  who  tails  to  make  pajmoit  thereof 
within  stz  months  from  the  time  at  which  It  waa  passed  and  allowed,  and  notice 
tbo'eof  was  sent  to  the  applicant  or  bis  agent  shall  have  a  right  to  make  an 
application  for  a  patent  for  such  invention  or  discovery  the  same  as  in  the  case 
of  an  orlginat  application.  But  such  second  application  mnst  be  made  wlllitn 
two  years  after  the  allowance  of  the  original  application.  But  no  person  ataali 
he  held  responsible  In  damages  for  tjie  manufacture  or  use  of  any  article  or 
thing  for  which  a  patent  waa  ordered  to  Issue  under  such  rmewed  application 
prior  to  the  Issue  of  the  patent  And  upon  the  hearing  of  renewed  applications 
preferred  under  this  section,  abandonment  sliall  be  considered  as  a  question  of 
fact. 

It  may  well  be  doubted  if  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  appel- 
late jurisdiotioo  of  the  question  presented.  Its  considflEotioa  by  the 
Commis^oner  of  Patents  was  more  than  ninisterial.  It  involved 
the  esepcise  of  judgment  and  discretion,  and  its  determination  would 
seem  to  be  a  judicial,  or  quasi -judicial  act.  The  appellant's  remedy 
by  appeal,  if  there  be  one,  is  committed  to  the  courts,  and  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Interior  has  no  authority  to  review  the  Commisaianer's 
action.  (Butterworth,  Commismojier  of  Patents,  v.  United  States,  ex 
rd.  Hot  and  others,  C.  D.,  1884,  4129;  29  O.  6.,  615;  112  U.  S.,  SOI; 
Poole  V.  Averi/,  C.  D.,  1899,  286;  87  O.  G.,  367;  14  AaaL  Atby.  Gen- 
eral's Opinion,  501.) 

The  petition,  however,  points  out  that  the  present  practice  is  not 
in  keeping  with  the  intent  of  the  statute,  that  it  is  based  on  the  afore- 
said approved  opinions  of  the  Assistant  Attorney-General  of  this 
Department,  that  these  decisions  are  erroneous  and  should  be  with- 
drawn so  that  the  Commissioner  nuy  not  feel  bound  by  them*  and 
it  is  intimated  if  this  be  done  that  the  Commissioner's  views,  being 
in  harmony  with  the  views  of  the  petitioner,  he  would  at  once  con«ct 
the  abuse  that  has  resulted  therefrom  and  return  to  a  practice  which 
had  subsisted  for  thirty  years  prior  to  the  promulgation  of  said 
opinions.  Thus  presented,  Uie  Secretary  of  die  Interior  may  con- 
sider and  act  upon  the  prayer  of  the  petitioner. 

The  rulings  complained  of  were  not  made  in  any  attempted  exercise 
of  appellate  or  supervisory  authority  but  were  advisory  and  upon 
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request  of  the  then  Commissioner  of  Patents.  He  might  have  prop- 
o'ly  disregarded  the  advice  and  have  adhered  to  the  long-continued 
and  well-settled  construction  of  the  act,  contemporaneously  given  it 
by  ■  Commissioner  whose  duty  it  was  to  administer  it;  a  construction 
which  at  no  time  Congress  attempted  to  revise  but  during  all  these 
years  acquiesced  in.  It  had  become  a  fixed  rule  of  practice  to  receive 
more  than  one  renewal  application.  Undoubtedly  many  patents  were 
issued  under  that  interpretation.  The  act,  not  being  free  from  ambi- 
guity required  construction ;  and  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  a  court, 
for  that  reason  alone,  might  have  refused  to  disturb  the  Commis- 
sioner's construction,  so  long  obtaining,  even  though  as  an  original 
proposition  the  moat  narrow  interpretation  mij^t  have  been  all  that 
the  court  could  have  deduced  from  the  bare  phraseology  of  the  act. 
The  opinions,  which  may  have  embarrassed  the  Commissioner  of 
Patente  since  189.5,  are  in  no  sense  controlling  and  you  need  not  con- 
sider them  of  binding  force,  either  advisory  or  otherwise.  This  will 
leave  you  free  to  exercise  your  own  discretion  in  the  matter;  for  the 
determination  of  the  rif^ts  of  this  petitioner  must  be  your  judicial 
act — not  that  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  who  is  not  vested  with 
supervisory  or  appellate  control  of  your  conduct  in  a  judicial  or 
quasi -judicial  capacity.  Congress  has  authorized  the  Commissioner 
of  Patents  to  decide  the  patentability  of  inventions,  subject  to  the 
right  of  appeal,  not  to  this  Department,  but  to  the  court.  In  the 
first  instance  at  least,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Commissioner  to  construe 
the  substantive  law  of  patents,  and  that  construction  may  be  dis- 
turbed only  by  the  courts.  If  you  conclude  to  revert  to  the  earlier 
practice,  under  the  construction  obtaining  for  nearly  a  generation, 
you  have  an  unquestionable  right  so  to  do  without  the  sli^test  refer- 
ence to  the  two  opinions  of  the  Assistant  Attorney-General. 

Whether  or  not  these  opinions  are  correct,  and  the  first  was  cer- 
tainly wrong  in  one  respect — I  need  not  decide;  and  I  volunteer  no 
expression  of  opinion  because  you  should  be  left  eotirely  untram- 
meled  by  any  presentation  of  views  which,  in  legal  effect,  would  be 
at  the  moat  mere  advice.  Again,  I  must  say,  it  is  wholly  within  your 
province  to  determine  the  issue,  the  responsibility  resting  solely  upon 
your  conscience  and  discretion;  and  that  in  no  event  should  you 
regard  the  two  opinions  as  in  any  wise  controlling  your  conclusion. 

The  appeal  in  the  case  at  bar  ia  dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction 
and  the  case  is  remanded  for  such  further  proceedings  as  the  Com- 
missioner of  Patents  may  in  his  discretion  feel  should  be  had.     The 
prayer  of  the  petiiioner,  to  the  extent  herein  indicated,  «  granted. 
Very  respectfully, 

(Signed)  Frank  Piebcg, 

First  Assistant  Secretary. 
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[Coori  of  AppMla  of  tbt  Dtatrlct  o(  Colombia.] 

Jansson  V.  Larsson. 

Decided  December  11, 1907. 

132  O.  O^  477;  30  App.  D.  C,  203. 

ImnrESKHCK— Emttifca — Ckoss-EXAiniTATioii  or  Pabtt  to  Pboceediho — RAiiai 
Allowable. 
Where  a  party  to  an  Interference,  relying  upon  certain  specified  In- 
Btallatlona  aa  a  reduction  to  practice.  Is  asked  upon  cross-examination 
wbetber  aiif  otber  Installations  bad  been  made,  tbe  question  should  be 
answered,  as  a  wider  range  Is  allowable  In  tbe  cross-examination  of  a 
party  to  the  proceeding;  bnt  If  sncb  general  qnestltms  were  followed  np 
by  further  questions  clearly  showing  an  intention  to  elicit  laformatlou 
relating  to  the  business  of  anch  party  irrelevant  to  the  questions  at 
Issue  the  witness  might  well  refuse  to  answer  under  the  advice  of  counsel. 

Mr.  F.  T.  Brown  and  Mr.  F.  A.  Bopkins  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  L.  W,  Sovihgate  and  Mr.  C.  V.  Edwards  for  the  appellee. 

Shefasd,  J.: 

This  is  an  interference  case  involTing  priority  of  invention  of  a 
mechanism  for  stopping  a  hydraulic  plunger-elevator  at  the  upper 
and  lower  limits  of  its  run  independendy  of  the  operator. 

The  following  is  the  iasne  d^ared : 

1.  In  combination  with  an  elerator-car  and  a  stop  mechanism  thAvfor, 
of  a  rope  connected  to  ran  with  the  elerator-car  and  stationary  means  for 
caoslug  a  deflection  of  said  rope  to  actuate  said  stop  mechanism. 

2.  la  combination  with  an  elerator-car  and  a  stop  mechaninn  therefor, 
of  a  rope  connected  to  run  with  the  elerator-car  and  stationary  means  un- 
attached to  the  rope  for  causing  a  gradual  deflection  of  said  rope  to  gradually 
actuate  said  stop  mechanism. 

3.  In  condilnatlon  with  an  eleTator-car  and  a  stop  mechanism  therefor, 
of  meana  for  actnatlnc  said  stop  mechanism,  a  pair  of  runnUtg  ropes  for 
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actuatlDg  said  meaoB,  and  means  for  cauBtng  a  deflection  of  one  or  the  otlk«r 
of  Bald  ropea  as  tbe  car  approachea  ttie  end  of  its  run. 

4.  la  combination  with  an  elevator-car  and  a  Mop  mechanism  therefor, 
of  means  for  actuating  said  stop  mechanism,  a  pair  of  ropes  connected  to 
rnn  with  the  elevator-car  for  actuating  said  means,  and  means  for  canslng 
a  deflection  of  one  or  the  other  of  aeld  ropes  as  the  car  approaches  the  end 
of  Its  ran. 

5.  In  combination  with  an  elevator-car  and  a  stop  mechanism  therefor, 
a  pair  of  ropes  connected  to  travel  with  the  car  and  means  for  canslng  a 
defleCtlOD  of  each  of  mid  ropen  to  Sctuate  said  atop  mechanism. 

LarsaoD  first  filed  an  application  on  March  7,  1903,  which  became 
abandoned  through  oversight  of  his  solicitor.  He  filed  the  applica- 
tion in  interference  on  July  5, 1904.  The  dravings  and  specifications 
and  all  of  the  claims  but  one  were  copies  of  the  former  application. 
The  change  in  the  single  claim  was  to  avoid  an  objection  that  had 
been  raised  by  the  Examiner.  Jansaon's  application  was  filed  April 
19,  1904,  and  patent  issued  to  him  December  18,  1904.  Through  in- 
advertence in  the  Patent  Office  the  patent  issued  without  regard  to 
Larsson's  application  then  pending.  This  interference  was  brought 
about  by  Larsson  who,  for  that  purpose,  inserted  certain  claims 
of  the  patent.  The  patent  having  been  issued  under  these  cir- 
camatanoes  does  not  add  to  the  bwden  of  proof  of  the  jwuot 
applicant. 

llie  three  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  concnrred  in  awarding 
priority  to  Larsaon  upon  the  testimony. 

A  preliminary  question  arose  over  the  Cfmtention  of  Jansscm  that 
LarsBOD  was  estopped  to  embody  the  claims  of  the  fonuer's  patent, 
under  the  principle  enounced  in  Beekruan  v.  Wood,  (C  D.,  1899, 
453;  89  O.  G.,  2459;  15  App.  D.  C,  484.)  We  agree  wifti  the 
Commissioner  that  the  facts  do  not  bring  the  case  within  the  prin- 
ciple; bttt  are  analogous  to  those  in  cases  decided  since  Bechman  v. 
Wood.  (MoBerty  v.  Cook,  C.  D.,  1900,  248^  90  O.  G.,  2296;  16  App. 
D.  C,  133, 1Z8;  Luger  v.  Browning,  C.  D.,  1903,  593;  104  O.  G.,  1123; 
21  App.  D.  C,  201,  20G;Furman  v.  Dean,  C.  D.,  1905,  582;  114  O.  G., 
15»S;  24  App.  D.  C,  277,  281;  Seeberger  v.  Dodge,  C.  D.,  1906,  603; 
114  O.  a,  3382;  24  App.  D.  a,  476,  488.) 

Another  question  earnestly  pressed  on  the  ailment  relates  to  the 
refusal  of  Larsson,  upon  the  advice  of  counsel,  to  answer  certain 
questions  propounded  on  cross-examination.  It  is  true,  these  ques- 
tiom  related  to  whether  otho*  installments  of  elevatto^  had  been 
made,  than  those  in  Pittsburg  and  Allegheny  buildings,  which 
Larsson  relied  on  for  reduction  to  practice.  It  is  to  be  remembered 
that  Larsson  was  a  party  to  the  proceeding,  wherefore  wider  range 
of  cross-examination  was  allowable.  We  think  that  the  general 
qaMtions  should  have  been  answered.  Then,  if  followed  up  by 
further  qnestions  cleMiy  showing  an  intention  to  riioit  information 
relating  to  the  business  of  Larsson  and  his  assignee,  not  relevant 
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to  the  questions  at  issue,  the  witness  mi^t  well  refuse  to  answer 
undw  the  advice  of  counsel.  As  counsel  for  the  appellant  did  not 
undertake  to  point  out  the  relevancy  of  these  questions  by  stating 
what  he  expected  to  elicit,  and  the  case  was  otherwise  so  plainly 
made  out,  we  do  not  think  there  was  error  in  refusing  to  suppress 
or  exclude  the  deposition. 

The  questions  of  Uie  dates  of  conception  of  the  invention  by  the 
reepective  parties,  and  its  actual  reduction  to  practice  by  Larsson 
were  of  fact  exclusively.  The  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  were 
unanimous  in  the  conclusion,  from  the  evidence,  that  Larsson  con- 
ceived the  invention  as  early  as  February  19,  1903,  and  reduced 
it  to  actual  practice  as  early  as  November  14,  1903,  by  introducing 
it  into  elevators  in  several  buildings.  It  is  tinnecessary  to  add 
anything  to  their  satisfactory  review  of  the  evidence  supporting 
that  finding.  We  find  nothing  in  it  to  justify  a  different  con- 
clusion. They  also  agreed  in  finding  that  Jansson  conceived  the 
invention  as  early  as  January  28,  19(^.  We  agree  with  them,  also, 
that  Jansson  lost  the  benefit  of  his  earlier  conception  through  want 
of  diligence  in  seeking  to  perfect  his  invention.  He  did  practically 
nothing  during  the  fourteen  months  that  elapsed  between  his  con- 
ception and  the  filing  of  his  application.  Meanwhile  Larsson  had 
conceived  the  invention  and  followed  it  diligently  to  actual  reduction 
to  practice,  in  a  satisfactory  manner,  more  than  four  months  before 
Jansson  showed  any  activity. 

The  decision  is  right,  and  will  be  affirmed ;  and  this  decision  will 
be  certified  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents.  It  is  so  ordered. 
Afirmed. 

[Court  of  Appeals  of  tbe  Dlitrlct  of  Colombk.] 

UNTna)  States  Platino  Cakd  Co.  v.  C.  M.  Clamk  Pdblishihq  Co. 

Decided  December  11,  1907, 
132  O.  O..  681 :  80  App.  D.  O,  208. 

1.  Tbadb-Mabks — Tradb-Mabs  Use — BmuoroE. 

That  a  partlcnlar  brand  of  cards  was  known  to  the  trade  as  "Stage" 
cards  doee  not  prove  dm  of  tbe  name  "  Stage"  as  a  trade-marb  to  indicate 
origin  and  ownership. 

2.  Sahe— Additional  Uabe  Ubid  as  a  Obadi^Habk. 

Brldence  cooBidered  and  held  to  show  that  the  ace  of  epadee  bearing  a 
conventional  flgare  of  Columbia  was  adopted,  nsed,  and  advertised  as  a 
trade-mark  for  playing-cards  and  ttiat  the  word  "Stage"  was  used  In 
addition  thereto  merely  for  tbe  porpoae  of  Indicating  style,  class,  and  grade. 
IManttfactttring  Co.  v.  Trainer,  C  D.,  1880,  464;  17  O.  Q.,  1217;  101  TT.  S.. 
fil.  S4;  Columbia  MUl  Co.  v.  Aloom.  0.  D.,  1888,  972;  66  O.  G.,  1S16;  160 
U.  S„  460,  463;  Burton  v.  etraiton,  12  Fed.  Bep.,  676,  70a) 

Mr,  Frits  v.  Briesen  for  the  appellant 

Mr.  F.  A.  Spencer  for  the  appellee.  '>  LnOOgIc 

6902ti— H.  Doc  1346, 80-2 21 
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This  is  nxx  interferenoe  procwdms  involring  riTsl  daine  te  Itw 
ngtBtntion  of  tb«  -wmd  "  Stage  "  u  a  trade-mark  for  pUyiti|f-eard& 

November  S»,  194H,  C  H.  Clark  Pubiidking  Co.  ngistend  tbt, 
word,  aesoeiated  with  the  nprcMntatioD  of  a  prOBceDinin-uch  with 
footlights  in  the  fore-ground  and  scenery  in  back-gnwnd,  as  nsad 
on  cards  of  its  manufacture.  Theae  cards  ore  in  pack*  like  the  c«n- 
miHi  playing-cards,  but  contain  no  representations  or  dcTioaa  on  Acir 
face  enabling  tbem  to  be  used  in  the  ordinary  games  with  snch  cards. 
Tbey  are  intended  for  use  in  playing  a  novel  game  called  '*'  Stage,** 
and  having  nothing  oa  their  face  but  pictures  of  actors,  singers,  and 
theater  buildings. 

April  15,  1906,  the  United  Ststas  Playing  Card  Co.  filed  an  tppli- 
GstioD  for  the  re^stration  of  the  word  '^  Stage "  as  a  trade-mark 
appropriated  to  playing-cards  of  its  manafactore,  alleging  that  it 
had  been  naed  as  such  sinee  Aogost  1, 1896.  On  this  the  interfereBee 
was  decUred  with  the  C  M.  Oark  Co. 

Evidence  was  introduced  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  Coi,  con- 
sisting of  two  witnesses  and  certain  exhibits  of  cards  and  printad 
matter.  The  C  M.  Clark  Co.  took  no  testimony,  and  relied  on  its 
registered  date.  The  Exanliner  of  Interferences  decided  in  favor 
of  the  United  States  Company,  but  oo  appeal  to  the  CommiBsioner 
his  deciuon  was  reversed.  Appeal  has  been  proaecuted  fmn  the 
Commissioner's  decision. 

The  discussion  has  taken  a  wider  range  than  we  think  is  warranted 
by  tlka  issue  and  the  evidence  relating  thereto.  The  validity  of  the 
word  "  Stage ''  as  a  trade-mark  appropriated  to  playing-cards,  has 
been  settled,  for  all  of  the  purposes  of  the  interference  proceeding,  by 
the  action  of  the  Patent  Office  in  re^stering  it  on  the  prior  appli- 
cation of  the  appellee,  and  declaring  the  interference  upon  that  of 
the  appellant.  Nor  is  the  ri^t  of  the  appellant  to  have  one  general 
trade-mark  for  all  cards  of  its  manufacture,  and  a  special  one  for 
each  class  or  style  thereof,  one  that  need  be  considered.  The  single 
question  is,  whether  the  appellant  has  shown  by  its  teetimiMiy  such 
earlier  use  of  the  word  "  Stage  "  as  a  trade-mai^  for  cards,  as  to 
entitle  it  to  an  award  of  priority  over  the  registered  claimant. 

The  printed  exhibits  of  the  appellant  consist  of  circulars  or  trade- 
lista  issued  at  regular  periods  from  and  after  January  1, 18&7.  These 
contain  lists  of  about  one  himdred  different  styles  of  playing-cards, 
under  distinct  names  or  brands  with  wholesale  prices  aet  opposite, 
and  arranged  in  classes  designated  as  A.  B.  C.  D. 

The  first  entry  in  class  D  reads  as  follows ; 
66i.  Tte  stage  Flaring  Cards,  gold  edges 72.00 

Profeeelonal  Stan,  Acton  and  Actreeee*  of  the  Stage.  Tbe  most  attractive 
edltioQ  of  plaTlng-cards  em  Issued.    BeavtUnl  Conrt  card  dealtfu,  abowliig 
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portraltB  of  vorld-ranomMd  celebrltlw  of  Ite  Staxa.  Hnadanmw  bmda  In  gOU 
and  colors;  finest  linen  stock;  donbled  enameled  and  blghtr  flnUbed,  and  pot 
np  In  handsome,  gold-stamped  cases. 

On  the  title  page  of  each  circalftr  or  list  appears  a  conspicuous 
mark  consisting  of  tiw  ace  of  spades  bearing  a  conventional  figure 
of  CJolumbia,  together  with  tiie  printed  w«de  "  Trade-tnark  "  there- 
under. There  is  nothing  whatever  to  indicate  the  use  of  "  Stage " 
as  an  additimial  trade-mark.  Qo  tiie  same  page  is  printed  tite  state- 
ment that  " '  Bicycle '  and  other  brands  of  U.  8.  and  '  National ' 
playing-cards  (nearly  one  thousand  different  kinds)  recttved  the 
hi^est  awards  at  the  World's  Fair  Chicago."  An  exhibit  pack  of 
the  "  Stage "  playing-cards  is  contained  in  a  removable  paper  box, 
which  has  printed  on  one  ^de,  in  large  gih  letters,  the  following : 
No.  66x.  Tbe  Stage  Playtng  Cards.    Gold  edges.    Copyrightedi  1886  b;  tbe 

U.  8.  Playing  Card  Co.— Cincinnati.  U.  S.  A. 

The  pack  is  inclosed  in  a  pasted  paper  wrapper  with  tbe  same  in 
print,  and  on  the  reverse  side  is  a  label  showing  the  trade-mark  ace 
before  described.  The  face-cards  of  the  pack  show  pictures  of  dif- 
ferent actors  and  actresses  with  their  respective  names. 

The  superintendent  of  the  American  News  C3o.,  a  large  purchaser 
of  cards,  testified  that  he  had  ordoed  these  "  Stage  "  cards  for  eight 
years  or  more,  from  the  price-lists,  and  that  they  were  known  to  the 
trade  as  "  Stage  "  playing-cards.  The  appellant  alone  manufactured 
them  at  the  time.  That  this  particular  Iwand  of  cards  was  known  as 
"  Stage  "  cards,  does  not  prove  use  of  the  name  as  a  trade-mark  to 
indicate  origin  and  ownership.  The  same  thing  would  be  equally 
true  of  all  the  other  brands  described  in  the  trade-lists,  among  whitdi 
those  designated  as  "  Circus,"  "  Vanity  Fair,"  "  Hustling  Joe»"  etc., 
contain  representative  pictures  on  their  faces.  The  testimony  of  the 
secretary  of  appellant  contains  the  broad  statement  that  tbe  word 
"  Stage  "  was  adopted  aJid  used  as  a  trade-mark ;  bat  this  amounts  to 
nothing  more  than  a  conclusion  founded  on  what  is  disclosed  in  the 
trade-lists,  and  the  testimony  of  the  former  witness.  All  that  the 
testimony  actually  shows  is  that  the  real  trade-mark,  adopted,  used 
and  advertised  as  such  is  the  ace  of  spades  as  before  described,  which 
appeared  on  every  circular  and  trade-list,  and  on  every  pack  of  cards 
of  whatever  style.  This  trade-mark  is  a  qmibol  that  by  long, 
exclusive  use,  and  probable  registration,  indicated  the  origin  and 
ownership  of  every  style  and  grade  of  appellant's  cards. 

We  think  with  the  Commissioner,  that  the  descriptive  wcmls,  in- 
cluding "  Stage,"  which  appear  on  the  particular  packs  of  cards 
ahowing  the  pictures  of  actors  and  other  performers  on  the  stage, 
were  for  the  purpose  of  indicating  style,  class,  and  grade.  Words  so 
naed  do  not  oonstitute  a  trade-mark.  {Amosleeag  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Trainer,  C.  D.,  1880,  464;  17  O.  G.,  1217;  101  IJ.  S.,  51,  54;  Columbia 
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MUl  Co.  V.  Alcorn,  C.  D.,  1893,  672;  65  O.  G.,  1916;  150  U.  S.,  460, 
463;  Burton  v.  Siratton,  12  Fed.  Rep.,  696,  700.) 

Having  begun  the  manufacture  of  this  novel  style  of  card,  the 
appellant  affixed  to  it  its  long-established  trade-mark,  and  undertook 
to  secure  additional  protection,  not  by  adopting  a  new  and  special 
trade-mark,  but  by  securing  a  copyright  for  the  cards  as  prints  or 
pictorial  illustrations  This  copyright,  as  we  have  seen,  is  advertised 
upon  each  pack  of  the  cards  containing  the  actors'  pictures  in  large 
gilt  letters. 

We  are  of  the  opinicm  that  the  Commissioner  was  rif^t  and  his 
decision  is  affirmed. 

The  clerk  will  certify  this  decision  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
as  directed  by  the  law.    Affirmed. 


[Coort  of  Appeals  o(  tbe  District  at  Colambla.] 
Rnsa    V.    KiBKEGAABD    AND    JeBSEN. 

Dtcided  December  11,  1907, 
132  O.  O.,  84S:  30  App.  D.  0.,  IM. 

1.  Appbju. — Review  by  Coubt  of  Cosccbreut  Decisioks  or  Pateitt  OmcE 

Tbibunals. 
To  justify  the  court  of  appealfl  In  reversliis  tbe  concnrrait  decisions  of 
tbe  Patent  Office  trlbonals  on  a  ctmcluslon  of  &cts,  plain  error  most  be 
Bbown. 

2.  iNTERFBBEflCE — OslOtlfALITT — ACTS    llfCONBIBTBKT    WITH    GLAIH    TO  <telOIKA- 

TION. 

Wbere  B.,  wbo  was  a  patent  solicitor,  familiar  wttb  the  patent  law, 
both  as  Inrentor  and  solicitor,  entered  Into  a  contract  with  K.  and  J., 
Joint  claimants  of  tbe  Invention  In  Issue,  according  to  tbe  terms  of  which 
he  was  to  attempt  the  Bale  of  tbe  Invention  and  If  he  was  successful  be  was 
to  hare  one-third  of  tbe  proceeds,  Held  to  constitute  a  snbstantiai  ac- 
knowledgment that  the  Invention  was  made  by  K.  and  J. 

Messrs.  Pennte  c&  Goldsborough  and  Mr.  Charles  S.  Champion  for 
the  appellant. 
Mr.  A.  W,  Proctor  and  Mr.  W.  M.  Stockhridge  for  the  appellee. 

Shkpard,  C.  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
in  an  interference  proceeding.     (C.  D.,  1906,  485;  125  O.  G.,  1700.) 

The  issue  of  the  interference  was  declared  in  ten  counts.  Without 
setting  them  out,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  invention  of  the  issue 
relates  to  improvements  in  crown-seal  bottle-stoppers,  and  consists 
substantially  of  a  metallic  cap  having  a  beaded  split  flange,  a  divided 
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ring  inclosed  in  the  bead,  and  a  lever  attached  to  one  end  of  the  ring 
and  having  a  narrow  eccentric  slot  engaging  the  other  end  of  the 
ring.  When  the  lever  is  moved  in  one  direction  the  ring  is  contracted 
and  the  flange  forced  against  an  inclined  shotUder  near  the  moath  of 
the  bottle  causing  the  cap  to  firmly  engage  it.  By  moving  the  lever 
in  the  opposite  direction  the  ring  and  flange  are  expanded,  and  the 
cap  readily  disengaged  from  the  bottle. 

Kies,  the  senior  party,  irho  filed  application  April  13, 1904,  claimed 
conception  between  1884,  and  1887,  drawings  and  disclosure  in  Sep- 
tember, 1903,  and  reduction  to  practice  in  October,  1903.  Kirkegaard 
and  Jebsen  who  filed  April  15,  1904,  claimed  conception,  disclosure, 
construction  and  reduction  to  practice  December  4,  1903.  The  tribu- 
nals of  the  Patent  Office,  unanimous  in  their  award  of  priority  to 
Ejrkegaard  and  Jebsea,  rejected  the  evidence  of  Sies's  earliest  al- 
leged conception  as  wholly  insufficient  to  establish  his  claim.  In  this 
they  were  undoubtedly  right. 

The  real  issue  was  whether  Kirkegaard  and  Jebsen  were  real  in- 
ventors, or  derived  their  knowledge  from  the  disclosures  of  Riea. 
Kirkegaard  was  the  owner  of  a  machine-shop,  and  had  made  some 
prior  inventions.  Kies  was  an  inventor  of  a  considerable  number  of 
devices,  largely  electrical,  and  was,  moreover,  a  patent  solicitor. 
While  not  a  patent  lawyer  he  had  prepared  statements  in  interference. 
He  conducted  the  examination  of  witnesses,  on  his  own  behalf,  and 
with  some  skill.  He  was  on  friendly  terms  with  Kirkegaard  and 
often  engaged  him  to  construct  machines  for  him.  During  November 
and  December  of  1903,  the  latter  was  constructing  a  complicated  ma- 
chine for  Ries,  who  was  often  in  the  shop.  During  this  time  Kirke- 
gaard was  working  on  a  bottle-cap,  for  which  he  applied  for  a  patent 
on  December  16,  1903.  Patent  thereon  was  issued  to  him  April  26, 
1904.  The  invention  of  the  issue  is  an  improvement  upon  the  pat- 
ented construction,  which  appellees  claim  was  suggested  by  Jebsen. 
Both  stoppers  include  a  metal  cap  having  a  slotted  and  flexible  edge, 
a  damping-ring  for  this  edge,  and  a  cam-lever  for  drawing  the  ring 
tightly  around,  thereby  compressing  the  flexible  edge  of  the  cap  into 
a  groove  upon  the  bottle-neck.  In  the  patented  construction  the 
clamping-ring  is  made  of  one  piece  of  wire,  has  two  free  ends,  and 
rests  loosely  on  a  flange  or  bead  formed  on  the  edge  of  the  cap;  there 
is  also  a  single  clamping-lever  with  a  cam  engaging  a  free  end  of  the 
clamping-ring  and  adapted  to  contract  but  not  to  expand  it.  The 
clamping-ring  of  the  improvement,  of  the  issue,  is  a  two-part  wire 
inclosed  in  Uie  bead  of  the  cap,  and  having  four  free  ends;  the 
clamping-lever  is  in  the  form  of  a  bail  and  has  a  cam-slot  at  each  of 
its  ends  that  is  capable  of  both  clamping  and  expanding  the  ring. 
The  patented  device  was  liable  to  become  dismembered  when  not  in 
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ttse.  Hiis  was  obviated  in  the  improved  structure  by  inclosing  the 
two-part  wire  in  a  bead  of  the  flange,  and  introducing  the  bail  form 
of  damping-lever.  Tht  substitution  of  a  double  cam  action  secured 
both  contraction  and  expansion  as  desired.  Ries  saw  the  patented 
construction,  and  claims  to  have  substantially  disclosed  his  former 
invention  of  the  improvement.  The  appellees  claim  that  upon  seeing 
the  same  construction,  Jebsen  suggested  the  improved  one,  which 
Kirkegaard  worked  out.  Hence  the  application  as  joint  inventors. 
The  case  turns  on  this  disputed  point.  The  several  tribunals,  after 
a  careful  review  of  aU  the  evidence,  which  it  is  ucneceasaiy  to  repeat, 
came-  to  the  conclusion  that  Kirkegaard  and  Jebsen  were  the  actual 
inventors. 

There  are  some  circumstances  disclosed  by  the  testimony,  particu- 
larly as  regards  dates  of  drawings  and  woA  of  construction,  which 
involve  this  qnesti(Hi  in  some  doubt;  and  in  such  cases,  it  is  the  set- 
tled rule  that  the  concurrent  judgment  of  the  OflBce  tribunals  will 
not  be  disturbed.  To  justify  reversal,  plain  error  most  be  shown 
in  such  a  conclusion  of  fact 

Any  doubt  as  to  the  point,  howevw,  is  settled  by  subsequent  trans- 
actions between  the  parties.  Immediately  after  the  construction, 
Ries  entered  into  a  contract  with  Kirkegaard  and  Jdbsen  to  attempt 
the  sale  of  the  invention.  If  suoceesfnl  he  was  to  have  one-third 
of  the  proceeds  of  sale;  the  consummation  he  assumed  at  his  own 
expense.  He  took  sample-caps  and  exhibited  them  to  a  manufacturer, 
but  failed  to  effect  a  sale.  Reis  who,  as  has  been  remarked,  was  a 
patent  solicitor,  drew  this  contract.  Consequently,  his  attempt  to 
give  it  a  very  restrictive,  if  not  a  concealed  meaning,  does  not  come 
in  good  grace,  llie  snbetantial  effect  of  the  contract  was  an  acknowl- 
edgment of  the  ownership  by  the  other  parties,  not  only  of  the  pat^ 
ented  construction  but  the  improvement  of  the  issue.  Ries  admitted 
that  he  was  under  the  impresnon  at  the  time  that  the  appellees  had 
filed  their  application  for  patent  for  the  improvement.  In  this  he 
was  in  error.  Having  failed  to  effect  the  sale,  he  filed  his  own  appli- 
cation, which  was  followed  two  days  later  by  the  appellees.  Riee's 
explanation  of  his  motives  in  entering  into  this  agreement  is  for  from 
satisfactory.  Being  familiar  with  the  patent  law,  both  as  inventor 
and  solicitor,  he  most  be  presumed  to  have  known,  when  attempting 
to  sell  the  invention,  that  a  patmt  to  appellees  for  a  device  of  which 
he,  and  not  they  were  the  actual  inventors  would  be  void. 

llie  Commissioner  was  right  in  deciding  the  question  of  originality 
in  favor  of  Kirkegaard  and  Jebsen;  and  without  further  discussion, 
his  decision  will  be  affirmed.  It  is  so  ordered,  and  that  this  decision 
be  certified  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pat«nte  as  the  law  requires. 
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Howsx,  Js.,  t).  Hbbs. 

DeeUei  Deoemter  11,  1907, 

1S2  O.  O^  10T4;  SO  App.  IK  (\,  IM. 

An  iDTeotor  cttx«lT«d  an  InvMitlonaDdaiiibodled  it  In  a  nMtelwblcb  waa 
submitted  to  tlie  companr  mat  controUed  tbe  sale  of  tba  madilae  for  whlcb 
tike  Improvement  was  deaiKoed,  but  tbe  company  refused  to  pnrcbase  tbe  In- 
Tentlon  and  returned  tbe  model  to  tbe  tnventor.  An  offlcer  of  rocb  com- 
paay  dlaclomd  It  to  tbe  foreman  of  tfas  taetorr  of  ■  anbBldtaiy  eorporatlcm, 
wbt  set  about  adapting  It  to  tbe  maebloe  made  by  tbem  for  tbe  parent  cooi- 
puj,  and  a  completed  macblne  was  buUt  embodriog  sncb  Invention.  Held 
tbat  Bucb  reduction  to  practice  does  not  Inure  to  the  Inventor,  bb  suob 
companies  were  not  acting  as  tbe  tnventor's  acents,  and  tbe  fact  tbat  tbej' 
Bubaequently  pnrcbased  and  procnred  an  aaBlgnmeot  of  tbe  Invention  does 
not  affect  tbe  quertion.  {Hunter  v.  BUteman,  C.  D.,  1888,  564;  86  O.  O., 
OO;  18  App.  D.  C,  214,  228;  JtoMrum  v.  MoCormick,  C.  D.,  1808.  574;  138 
O.  G.,  8280;  29  App.  D.  C.  98,  111 ;  ahuman  v.  Beail,  C  D.,  1008,  TIO;  123 
O.  «.,  1664;  27  App.,  D.  C,  324,  328.  diatlngulsbed. ) 

Mr.  F.  C.  BoTiies  and  Mr.  Harold  BhiMy  for  the  appellant 
Mr.  W.  W.  Dodge,  Mr.  L.  B.  Wight,  Mr.  Edward  C.  Davidson,  and 
Mr.  D.  A.  Carpenter  for  the  appellee. 

Shbpasd,  C.  J.: 

Ilus  is  an  apptal  in  an  interferenoe  prooeeding  inTdTing  priority 
of  inrention  of  a  dust  shield  or  guard,  the  purpose  of  which  is  to 
protect  die  pirots  of  the  type-bara  of  a  type-writer  from  dirt  and 
grit  prooeeding  from  u^surea  from  the  platen  of  a  front-^rike  type- 
writer &Iliiig  vpaa  the  segment  upon  which  Uw  type-bara  are 
IHYoted. 

!%«  inoe  is  dcAned  as  f  dlows : 

1,  In  a  tTpe-wrlttaig  macblne,  tbe  comblnatton  of  a  type-bar  formed  vltb  a 
raeeaa  therein,  and  a  AiMt-ableld  tor  the  bearing  of  aald  ty^e^bar,  lald  sbWd 
balQg  Kdapted  to  be  recedved  witbia  tbe  recess  in  said  t7P»ter. 

2.  In  a  front-strike  type-writmg  machine,  tbe  comblullui  of  a  type-bar 
Bccnent,  a  aerlea  of  ■egmeotally-amuiged  type-bare  pivoted  to  said  segment 
and  eacb  provided  witb  a  recess  therein,  and  a  s^^mental  strip  tbat  covers  tbe 
plTOt-beartngs  of  said  bars  and  Is  adapted  to  extend  into  tbe  recess  In  each 
Optbar  and  conatitDtes  a  dnet-goard  to  prevent  tlie  admlsrion  of  dust  or  grit 
to  arid  vlT0t4>earings. 

8.  Ib  a  tn>^writlng  machine,  tbe  combination  of  a  pivoted  type-bar,  and  a 
dost-AleU  to  prevent  tbe  admission  of  dust  to  tlie  pivot-bearing  of  tbe  type- 
bar,  said  type-bar  being  formed  to  receive  tbe  dust-sbleld  wben  tbe  bar  la  in 
tbe  printing  position  so  as  to  enable  tbe  stateld  to  cover  tbe  plvot-beerlng  and 
not  Interfere  wItb  tbe  printing  movement  of  tlte  bar. 

4.  la  a  type-wrftlng  macblne,  tbe  omnklnatkm  of  a  pivoted  type-bar  having 
a  netcb  or  reecM,  and  a  dust-sbield  wbicb  Ilea  within  said  recess  wbeo  tbe 
tn>a-bar  Is  In  ita  prlnUug  poaltlon. 
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5.  lo  a  writlng-macblne,  the  combination  of  tbe  platen,  tbe  t7pe-bar  segment, 
type-bara  pivoted  therein  and  notcbed  or  bent  to  form  a  recess  In  tbeir  front 
edges  adjaceit  tbe  pivots  and  a  sbleld  or  guard  located  above  tbe  pivotB,  tbe 
front  edge  of  wMch  alters  said  recesses  or  notcbes  as  tbe  type-bars  approach 
tbe  printing-point. 

6.  In  a  type-writing  machine,  tbe  combtnation  of  a  pivoted  type-bar  formed 
wltb  a  recess  therein,  and  a  dast-abletd  for  tbe  bearing  of  said  type-bar  located 
in  close  proximity  to  and  partially  IndosIiiK  said  bearing,  said  shield  bdng 
adapted  to  be  received  wltbln  tbe  recess  in  said  type-bar. 

The  application  of  Howell  was  filed  December  26,  1901.  Heas'a 
application  filed  June  30,  1903,  is  a  division  of  an  earlier  one  filed 
August  28,  1901.  The  burden  of  overcoming  this  earlier  date  was 
cast  upon  Howell.  The  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  concurred  in 
awarding  priority  to  Hess,  and  the  case  is  here  on  final  appeal  from 
the  Commissioner.    (C.  D.,  1906,  217;  122  O.  G.,  2393.) 

Hess  claimed  conception,  disclosure,  making  of  drawings  and  model 
in  September,  1900.  Without  finally  deciding  whether  this  date  was 
sufficiently  proved,  the  Patent  Office  tribunals  found  it  sufficient,  in 
their  view  of  the  merita  of  the  case,  to  give  Hess  the  date  of  his 
application,  of  August  28,  1901.  They  also  agreed  in  giving  a  date 
of  conception  to  Howell  as  claimed  by  him  in  the  spring  of  1900. 
The  award  against  him  was  based  on  his  want  of  diligence  in  per- 
fecting his  invention  before  and  at  the  time  that  Hess  entered  the 
field. 

It  is  now  contended,  apparently  for  the  first  time  as  the  decisions 
below  contain  no  mention  of  it,  that  the  model  made  by  Howell  in 
the  spring  of  1900  was  such  a  complete  device  as  of  itself  to  amount 
to  a  reduction  to  practice.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  in  our  opinion 
it  was  not  one  of  those  simple  devices,  complete  in  itself,  the  mere 
production  of  which  readily  demonstrated  its  practical  utility.  It 
was,  as  called  in  the  preliminary  statement,  a  model  representing  a 
device  intended  to  be  used  as  a  part  of  a  complicated  machine,  and 
the  practical  usefulness  of  which  depended  upon  a  test  in  that  ma- 
chine. (Hammond  v.  B<uck,  C.  D.,  1906,  615;  115  O.  G.,  804;  24 
App.  D.  C,  469,  474.) 

According  to  the  testimony  of  Howell  this  first  structure  which 
included  a  lever  mechanism  for  Uie  type-bars  as  well  as  the  dust- 
shield,  was  submitted  to  the  Underwood  Typewriter  Co.  immediately 
after  its  construction  in  the  spring  of  1900.  Xothing  was  done  in 
regard  to  purchasing  or  using  the  invention,  and  Howell  inquired 
about  it  during  the  summer.  It  was  during  the  time  shown  by  an 
officer  of  the  Underwood  Company  to  the  mechanic  of  the  Wagner 
Company — a  subordinate  corporation  of  the  Underwood  Company — 
who  did  not  approve  the  key  medianism.  Xothing  more  was  done 
until  late  in  December,  1900,  when  Howell  was  sent  for  by  the  presi- 
dent of  the  Underwood  Company,  who  told  him  his  patent  solicitors 
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had  reported  it  unpatentable.  Howell  said  that  he  had  called  on  the 
solicitors  and  he  agreed  with  them  that  the  key-lever  mechanism 
would  infringe  Felbel's  patent.  He  said  also  that  the  solicitor  was 
of  opinioD  that  there  was  not  enou^  in  the  dust-guard  to  apply  for 
a  patent  on  alone.  Underwood  offered  Howell  some  compensation 
for  his  work,  which  Howell  refused.  Howell  then  took  the  model 
home,  and  negotiations  ended,  until  about  the  last  of  November,  1901, 
when  Underwood  called  and  obtained  from  Howell  an  agreement  to 
assign  the  invention  to  the  Wagner  Company.  It  appears  from  the 
testimony  of  the  representative  of  the  Wagner  Company  that  the 
dust-guard  feature  was  disclosed  to  the  factory  foreman — the  model 
having  been  shown  by  an  agent  of  the  Underwood  Company — who 
set  about  adapting  it  to  an  Underwood  type-writer,  and  completed  it, 
and  other  parts  of  a  new  model  machine,  about  March,  1901.  The 
construction  of  this  new  machine  was  proceeded  with  and  completed 
about  November  1,  1901. 

While  Howell  was  doing  practically  nothing  towards  perfecting 
his  machine,  reducing  it  to  actual  practice,  or  taking  steps  to  secure  a 
patent,  Hess  entered  the  field,  and  three  months  before  Howell  as- 
signed to  the  Wagner  Company,  filed  his  application  for  a  patent. 
Undoubtedly  the  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  were  right  in  holding 
that  so  far  as  the  acts  of  Howell  were  concerned,  there  was  a  failure 
of  due  diligence. 

Assuming  that  what  the  Wagner  Company  did  between  April  and 
November,  1900,  amounted  to  a  reduction  of  the  invention  to  practice, 
it  is  earnestly  contended  that  this  was  for,  and  inured  to  the  benefit 
of  Howell. 

We  cannot  agree  with  this  contention.  Taking  the  most  liberal 
view  of  the  evidence,  the  case  falls  within  the  principle  declared  in 
Hunter  v.  Stikeman,  {G.  J).,  1898,  564;  85  O.  G.,  610;  18  App.  D.  C, 
214,  226,)  where  it  was  said  by  Chief  Justice  Alvey : 

It  fa  a  well-settled  principle  In  the  patent  law  that  while  tbat  law  accords 
the  right  to  a  patent  to  a  later  applicant  who  connects  by  due  diligence  a  prior 
conceptloii.  the  reduction  to  practice  must  be  by  the  applicant  himself  ot  by 
his  anthorlzed  agent,  and  not  by  some  other  third  party.  It  Is  not  enough  to 
entitle  an  applicant  to  a  patent  that  some  one  else  has  shown  the  practicability 
of  the  Invention  by  reducing  It  to  practice.  The  work  of  such  third  party  will 
not  be  taken  as  sufficient  to  relieve  the  applicant  of  the  consequeuces  of  his  own 
want  of  dtllgmce. 

We  think  it  clear  that  whatever  the  motive  of  the  Underwood  or 
Wagner  Company  in  undertaking  to  utilize  the  invention  in  one  of 
their  machines,  after  declining  to  purchase,  and  returning  the  model 
to  the  inventor,  they  were  not  acting  as  his  agents.  That  they  subse- 
quently purchased  and  procured  an  assignment  of  the  invention  does 
not  affect  the  operation  of  the  rule.  {Robinson  v.  McCormick,  C.  D., 
1907,  574;  128  O.  G.,  3289;  29  App.  D.  G,  98,  111.)     The  facts  are 
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essentially  different  from  those  in  the  case  relied  on  bj  die  appdlaat. 
(Shumtm.  v.  BeaU,  C.  D.,  1906,  710;  128  O.  G.,  1664;  27  App.  D.  a, 
324,  328.) 

In  that  case  the  inventor  was  in  the  employ  of  Q\e  oorpOTfttion 
which  rednced  the  invention  to  practice,  had  promised  its  oAoers 
a  large  interest  in  it,  and  had  been  led  to  b^eve  that  everything  wae 
done  in  the  joint  interest;  and  the  evidence  ^owed  a  deliberate  ^ort 
to  defraud  him  by  colluding  with  another  who  obtained  hia  knowledge 
from  the  true  inventor. 

The  decisiim  must  be  affirmed.  The  clerk  will  certify  this  decimon 
to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents.    Aff,rmed. 


[Caurt  ot  ^psaJa  ot  tbe  DIatrlct  of  ColumU*.] 

In  rb  CnxsoBNT  Ttfewioter  Scfplt  Co. 

DvMed  FebnuHV  i.  iM8- 

1S8  O.  O..  231 :  80  App.  D.  C  824. 

L  TRASB-MABKB—KEaiST&ATioR  OF  QuMUFBicu.  Makks  PaoHiarrni. 

Section  5  of  tbe  Trade-Mark  Act  of  1905  le  broad  enongb  to  problbLt  tbe 
regtBtntlon  of  any  word  tbat  bae  an  exclusive  geographical  slBnlflcance  Or 
tbat  would  BDggest  bhi*  partlcnlar  feoKrapblcal  location. 
2.  Sauk — "Obient" — Geoobaphical. 

The  word  "  Orient "  la  generally  nnderstood  to  refer  to  certain  Haateni 
conutrlee,  and,  as  addled  to  Ink-ribbone  and  carbaa-paper,  Eeld  te  be  tea- 
graphical  and  not  reglBtrable. 
8.  Sake — Tbe  Wobd  "  Okieeit  "  Inclosed  in  Wbeatb — QEOoRArHiCAU 

A  mark  for  lok-rlbbous  and  carbon-papw  conalMlng  of  tbe  word  "  Orieat " 
Inclosed  In  a  wreatb,  tbe  letters  E  and  I  of  tbe  word  being  printed  as  a 
monogram.  Held  not  registrable  onder  sectloo  B  of  tbe  Trade-Mark  Act  of 
190R.  as  tbe  word  "Orient"  Is  ge<wraphlcat. 

Mr.  H.  A.  Dodge  for  the  appellant, 

Mt.  F.  a.  Tennant  for  tbe  Commissioner. 

Vak  Orsdel,  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Coromitfiioner  of  Pat- 
ents (C.  D.,  1907,  149;  128  O.  G.,  1295)  refusing  to  re^ster  as  a 
trade-mark  for  ink-ribbons  and  carbon-paper,  a  device  consisting  of  a 
wreath,  inclosing  the  following  combination  of  letters : — "  OB$NT." 
Underneath  said  combination,  and  within  the  wreath,  is  printed  the 
word  "  Brand."  The  application  was  refused  by  the  CSonunis8i<mer 
for  the  reason  that  the  word  attempted  to  be  used  in  the  dedgn  is 
tbe  word  "  Orient,"  a  geographical  name,  and  that  it  is  the  predomi- 
nating feature  of  the  proposed  trade-mark.  It  is  contended  by  ap- 
pellant that  the  mark  is  a  device  consisting  of  a  wreath  and  letters 
arranged  therein  in  an  arbitrary  manner,  in  other  words,  that  it  takes 
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the  wlude  design,  wreath  and  letters,  to  compose  the  proposed  trade- 
mak.  It  is  also  denied  "  that  the  word  '  Orient,'  as  applied  to  typo* 
writer  ribbons,  is  gec^;raphicfll." 

It  appears  from  the  recent  that  the  appellant,  in  bis  original  appli- 
catioQ  for  the  r^atration  of  the  {uroposed  trade-mark,  inserted  the 
foUowiog  apecificatioD : — 

Tbe  tradft-mark  conslBts  of  tbe  word  "Orloit,'*  Inclosed  In  a  wreatb,  the 
lett«fl  B  and  I  of  tbe  word  "  Orient "  b^ng  printed  as  a  moaognun. 

Subsequently,  when  it  was  suggested  in  the  Patent  Office  that  the 
word  "  Orient "  was  a  geographical  term  and  under  the  statute  pre- 
cluded from  use  for  the  purpose  of  registration,  appellant  withdrew 
the  above  E^iecification,  and  now  contends  that  the  word  used  in  the 
design  is  not  the  word  "  Orient,"  but  a  mere  arbitrary  combination 
of  letters.  The  fact  that  the  appellant,  in  his  original  application, 
interpreted  the  word  used  in  his  proposed  trade-mark  as  the  word 
"  Orient "  presents  such  a  presumption  of  his  intention  as  cannot 
well  be  removed  by  a  mere  withdrawal  of  that  particular  specifica- 
tMD.  Eqwcitlly  is  this  tme  where  the  design  is  left  undumged  and 
remains  tiie  same  after  the  withdrawal,  or  amendment  of  the  specifi- 
cation, as  before.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  only  reasonable  in- 
terpretation of  the  combination  of  letters  used  is  that  they  spell  the 
word  "  Orieut "  and  at  once  convey  the  use  of  that  word  to  the  mind. 

Tha  Gommisaoner  refused  to  register  the  appellant's  mark  "  for 
the  re«aon  that  the  word  '  Orient,'  the  distinguishing  feature  of  appli- 
cant's mark,  is  geographical."  Section  5,  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of 
1905,  provides  in  part  that — 

no  mark,  whlcti  consists  merely  In  the  name  of  an  Indlrldnal,  firm,  corporation 
or  association,  not  written,  printed.  Impressed,  or  woven  In  some  particular  or 
distinctive  manner  or  In  association  wltli  tbe  portrait  of  tbe  individual,  or 
mettij  In  words  or  devices  whlcb  are  descriptive  of  the  goods  witb  wblcb  tbey 
an  twad,  or  of  tbe  cbaracter  or  Qoalltf  of  snch  goods,  or  merely  a  geograptiical 
name  or  tenn,  sball  be  registered  nnder  tbe  terms  of  tbls  act. 

It  will  be  noted  that  this  section  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  does 
not  permit  the  use  of  "  a  geographical  name  or  term."  We  think  this 
provision  of  the  statute  is  broad  enough  to  prohibit  the  use  of  any 
word  that  has  an  exclusive  geographical  significance,  or  that  would 
suggest  any  particular  get^aphical  location.  Certainly,  the  use  of  a 
name  indicating  a  particular  place  is  prohibited,  such  as  the  name  of 
a  city,  or  country,  or  subdivision  of  a  country.  With  equal  certainty 
do  we  think  that  it  prohibits  (he  use  of  a  name  that  applies  to  a  par- 
ticular section  of  the  globe,  as,  in  this  instance,  to  a  section  composed 
of  a  number  of  countries.  Tbe  word  "  Orient "  is  generally  understood 
to  refer  to  certain  Eastern  countries,  specifically  the  region  east  and 
southeast  of  tbe  leading  States  of  Europe,  including,  among  others, 
Tur^,  Perua,  Egypt  and  India.  The  word  has  a  fixed  and  definite 
use  in  our  vocabulary. 
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A  type-writer  ribbon  depends  for  its  value  largely  upon  the  quality 
of  the  ink  or  dyes  used  for  the  purpose  of  impression  or  printing.  It 
is  well  known  that  most  valuable  inks  and  dyes  are  produced  and  im- 
ported from  some  of  those  Oriental  countries.  Even  though  the  ap- 
plicant might  have  no  intention  of  using  any  such  articles  in  produc- 
ing its  ribbon,  still  it  might  reap  a  great  advantage  by  having  a  name 
protected  in  its  trade-mark  that  would  sufj^^est  to  the  public  such  a 
use.  The  purpose  of  the  statute  is  to  prevent  a  manufacturer  or 
dealer  from  gaining  sach  an  advantage,  either  directly  or  by  sub- 
terfuge. 

The  question  before  us  was  conclusively  disposed  of  by  this  court 
in  the  case  of  in  re  Hopkins,  {C.  D.,  1807,  549 ;  128  O-  G.,  890;  29  App. 
D.C.,118,)  where  the  Commissioner  had  refused  to  register  a  trade- 
mark described  by  the  words  "  Oriental  Cream,"  and  associated  with 
an  eagle  holding  a  scroll  in  its  beak.  Chief  Justice  Shepard,  stating 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  affirmed  the  refusal  of  the  Commissioner  to 
register  the  trade-mark — 

on  the  ground  tliat  tbe  term  "  Oriental "  1b  a  geograpUcal  term,  and  therefore 
problblted  from  regtatratloD  b;  eectlon  6  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  I^maiy 
20,  IMC. 

In  that  case,  the  Commissioner  said : — 

The  word  "  Orioit "  Is  a  term  used  to  Indicate  the  East,  Eastern  conntrles; 
and  specifically  the  regions  to  the  east  and  sontheast  of  the  leading  States  of 
fitarope.  Centurt/  Dictionary.  The  term  "  Oriental "  Is  In  general  use  In  com- 
merce to  indicate  goods  that  are  mannfactnred  in  this  region,  ae,  for  example. 
Oriental  rugs.  As  applied  to  a  cream,  it  would  Indicate  that  the  cream  came 
from  the  Orioit 

On  the  face  of  the  proposed  trade-mark,  the  brand  of  the  ribbon 
and  paper  is  designated  as  "  Orient  Brand,"  which  would  convey  to 
the  public  mind  but  one  meaning,  namely,  that  the  goods  manu- 
factured by  the  appellant  company,  possessed  qualities  or  elements 
that  distinctively  belong  to  the  Oriental  countries.  The  word 
"  Orient,"  we  think,  is  such  a  geographical  term  as  comes  clearly 
within  the  prohibition  of  the  statute. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  affirmed,  and  the 
proceedings  in  this  court  will  be  certified  to  him  by  the  clerk,  as 
required  by  law.    Afirmed. 


tConrt  of  Appeals  of  the  IHttrlct  of  Calaiid>ta.1 

The  Natdbal  Food  Cohpamt  -v.  Wiujams. 
DMMed  February  i,  1$08. 
133  O.  G.,  232 ;  30  App.  D.  C.  S4S. 
t,  TiADE-lilAaKa — "Shbkdoed  Whole  Wheat" — DEacBimvE. 

Tbe  words  "  Shredded  Whole  Wheat"  as  anilled  to  certain  food  pr^a- 
rations  Held  to  be  descriptive,  and  therefore  Incapable  of  aKvoprlatlon  aa 
a  trade-mark. 
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2.  Sun — OPFosmoif — Kxcldsitk  Use — Chabacteb  of  Vex  bt  Ofposd. 

Is  determlntDg  If  appllcanf  a  ase  of  a  marb  baa  bem  "  ezclnalve  "  within 
the  tneontng  of  section  6  of  tli«  Trade-Mark  Act  It  la  immaterial  whether 
the  oppoeer  used  the  mark  as  a  trade-mark  or  merely  In  a  deBcrlpdve  senae. 

3.  Samx — Sauk— Testimoitt. 

The  fact  that  the  oppoaer  built  machines  to  produce  shredded  whole 
wheat  and  actually  produced  and  sold  such  an  article  18  sufficient  corrob- 
oration of  bta  testimony  that  the  boxes  Id  which  the  prodact  was  packed 
were  marked  "  Shredded  Whole  Wheat" 

Mr.  H.  A.  Seymour  for  the  appellant 
Mr.  W(^lace  Greene  for  the  appellee. 

RcttB, /..- 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
sustaining  the  opposition  to  the  registration  of  the  words  "  Shredded 
Whole  Wheat "  as  a  trade-mark  for  biscuits  or  crackera 

Appellant  in  June,  1906,  filed  an  application  for  the  registration 
of  theee  words  mider  the  so-called  '*  ten-years  clause  "  found  in  the 
act  of  Felnniary  20,  1905.  (33  St.  at  L.,  pt  1,  724.)  Subsequmtly 
William  E.  Willams,  the  appellee  here,  filed  a  notice  of  opposition, 
in  which  he  averred — 

that  the  applicant,  the  Natural  Food  Company  has  not  in  fact  used  the  words 
conatltatfa^  the  alleged  trade-mark,  as  a  supposed  trade-mark,  for  tm  years; 
that  the  said  aivUcant  has  not  been  the  exclnslre  user  of  the  worda  constituting 
the  allied  trade-maA,  upon  the  specified  goods,  for  the  time  of  the  alleeied 
nse  by  said  compauy. 

He  also  averred  that  he  made  a  machine  for  producing  shredded 
whole  wheat  as  early  as  the  early  part  of  1894;  and  that  he  had  pro- 
duced and  sold  the  product  of  that  and  other  improved  machines, 
which  he  subsequently  constructed,  as  shredded  whole  wheat 

We  have  carefully  examined  the  record  in  this  case  and  unhesitat- 
ingly sustain  the  view  entertained  by  the  tribunals  of  the  Patent 
Office.  It  appears  that  the  appellee  Williams,  who  as  a  boy  learned 
the  miller's  trade  in  a  flour-mill  and  who  later  became  a  civil  engineer, 
early  in  1894  built  a  machine  "  the  function  of  which  was  to  convert 
the  whole  grains  of  wheat  into  shreds."  That  he  constructed  and 
operated  this  machine  at  that  time  is  established  b^ond  question 
since  he  is  corroborated  by  two  disinterested  and  intelligent  witnesses. 
Williams  endeavored  to  interest  capital  in  his  invention  and  suc- 
ceeded to  some  extent.  At  all  events,  in  1902  he  was  enabled  to  build 
an  improved  machine  and  has  since  constructed  others.  The  capacity 
of  the  1902  machine  was  much  greater  than  that  of  the  earlier  ma- 
chine, and  from  that  time  Williams  has  continued  without  interrup- 
tion to  manufacture  and  sell  shredded  whole  wheat  He  is  corrob- 
orated by  the  machinist  who  worked  on  the  1902  machine,  and  who 
testified  in  detail  as  to  its  capacity  and  to  the  extent  to  which  it  was 
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operated  after  its  completion.  The  proprietor  »f  a  larga  tcstauruit 
in  Chicago  teetified  to  having  purchased  r^uUrl;  shredded  whole 
wheat  from  Williams  since  as  earl;  as  1903.  Williams  himself  tes- 
tified that  the  words  shredded  whole  wheat  accurately  and  property 
describe  the  product  of  his  machine;  and  that  he  had  always  marked 
the  boxes  oontaining  such  food  products  as  shraddad  whok  wheat. 
He  said: 

In  my  opinion  ahoald  anybody  get  a  monopoly  o(  the  worda  "  shredded  whole 
wheat "  It  would  be  Impossible  to  mark  the  sbroM  BSde  of  whole  whMt  or 
describe  them  In  an  Intelligent  way  without  belns  eonsldered  by  the  «wn«r  of 
such  a  trade-mark  as  the  words  "  shredded  whole  wheat"  considering  that  his 
rUlits  were  being  Infringed  and  thereby  he  might  worry  and  annoy  an  Inanesirt 
manuCacturer  in  the  proper  description  of  bis  gooda 

He  also  offered  in  evidence  several  patents,  some  of  which  were 
granted  in  1894,  which  disclose  machines  for  converting  ceraals 
including  wlude  wheat  into  shreda. 

Since  these  words  accurately  and  aptly  describe  an  article  of  food, 
which  according  to  the  testimony  has  been  [Mnduced  by  Williams  and 
others  for  more  than  ten  years,  it  follows  that  they  are  descriptive 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and  that  th^  cannot  be  appro- 
priated as  a  trade-mark  by  appellant  unless  it  has  been  the  exclusive 
user  of  the  words  during  the  ten-years  period.  The  evidence  above 
briefly  reviewed,  we  think,  clearly  estaUisbes  the  fact  that  appelbuit 
was  not  the  exclusive  user  of  these  words  daring  the  ten-years  period. 
No  claim  is  made  of  any  attempt  on  the  part  of  Williams  to  deceive 
the  public,  or  that  the  product  of  his  machines  is  not  in  fact  as  much 
entitled  to  be  called  shredded  fiiiole  wheat  as  is  the  product  of  a|>- 
pellant's  machines.  That  he  did  not  use  the  words  as  a  trade-mark, 
but  merely  in  a  descriptive  sense  is  of  no  moment.  He  in  common 
with  all  other  manufacturers  of  shredded  whole  wheat  had  the  same 
right  to  properly  designate  their  product  as  did  The  Natural  Pood 
Company.  The  fact  ^at  the  Patent  Office  for  more  than  ten  years 
has  been  granting  patents  for  machines  tor  converting  cereals  into 
shreds  adds  cogency  to  the  contention  that  the  words  "  shredded 
whole  wheat "  properly  describe  the  [M^oet  of  Williams's  madiime. 

It  is  urged  that  the  Patent  Office  erred  in  ruling  that  Williams  used 
the  words  "  shredded  whole  wheat "  in  marking  his  goods,  because 
his  testimony  was  not  corroborated.  As  above  stated,  it  cleariy  ap- 
pears that  Williams  constructed  a  machine  in  1894  for  the  manufac- 
ture of  this  product,  and  that  he  did  in  fact  produce -^redded  whole 
wheat  at  that  time,  and  that  he  has  continued  to  do  so  since  that 
time.  It  is  clearly  eetablished  by  the  testimony  of  several  witnesses 
that  he  referred  to  the  product  of  his  madiines  as  shredded  whole 
wheat;  that  he  sold  it  as  such,  and  that  it  was  known  as  such.  It  is 
true  that  Williams  is  the  <»ily  witness  who  testified  that  the  boxes 
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ID  wliidi  it  was  padced  wov  marked  "  shredded  whole  wheat,"  but  we 
think  the  circumstances  so  strongly  otHTDbormte  his  testimony  that 
lurther  oorroboratitm  is  unnecesaary.  It  being  establi^ed  that  he 
was  the  inventor  and  builder  of  machines  to  produce  shredded  whole 
wheat,  and  that  he  actnally  produced  and  sold  it,  it  necessarily  fol- 
lows that  he  would  be  likely  to  designate  the  product  of  his  machine 
by  its  proper  name. 

The  appellant  for  tm  years  prior  to  1905  had  not  delusively  used 
the  wtmls  which  it  sought  to  have  registered,  and  its  application, 
therefore,  was  properly  denied. 

Moreover,  it  is  open  to  question  whether  appellant  in  fact  used 
these  words  as  a  trade-mark  until  after  the  enactment  of  the  "tui- 
yaars  clause  "  in  1905.  The  carton  used  by  appellant  prior  to  1906 
contains  the  figure  of  a  woman  holding  a  ton^  and  a  aheaf  of  wheat. 
The  word  "  trade-mark  "  appears  immediately  under  this  figure,  indi- 
cating quite  clearly  that  The  Natural  Food. Company  claimed  the 
^[ure  as  its  trade-mark  and  not  the  words  "  shredded  whole  wheat " 
which  were  apparently  then  used  to  merely  describe  the  contents  of 
the  package. 

Th«  deeisioQ  of  the  OHtunissiooer  of  Patents  was  ri^t,  and  is, 
thavRlore,  afinned.  The  clerk  of  the  cooit  will  certify  this  opini<m 
and  the  proceedings  in  this  coart  to  the  CommissioDer  of  Pat^tB  in 
aceorduMe  with  law.    Affirmed. 


(Coart  of  App«a)i  of  the  District  of  rolumbla.] 

Im  as  Dboof. 

Decided  FebrfMry  i,  1908. 
133  a  G.,  51T ;  30  A»»,  D..  C,  834. 

tAXMWtiXtLTTT—VmMLTT — ArniOITATIOIT. 

B*td  thMt  a  nwtbod  of  coTerJDg  FdaTtDg^Hilla  coBBtBttng  of  kntttliig  sepa- 
ntelT  a  wrapper  ktiTlDg  a  allt  tbereln,  insolUig  a  deOated  rubber  ball 
throngli  said  ellt,  cIobIqx  the  stlt  by  meshes  of  the  eame  material  as  that 
forming  the  coTer,  sncl  flnally  Inflating  the  ball  Is  anticipated  by  certain 
patents  showing  the  Idea  of  corerlng  Inflated  mbber  balls  with  a  crocheted 
or  knitted  cover  and  another  patent  which  contains  the  Idea  of  Inserting  a 
deflated  ball  In  a  cover,  Inflating  the  ball,  and  then  closing  the  aperture. 

Mr.  J.  L.  Sorria  for  the  appellant. 

Mr.  Frederick  A.  Tennant  for  the  Commissioner  of  Patents, 

BOBB,/..- 

T1^  is  «a  appaal  from  the  refusal  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
to  issue  Letters  Patent  to  Paul  Emil  Droop  up<m  a  method  of  cover- 
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iDg  anti  inflating  playing-balls  for  tennis  and  other  games,  as  de- 
Bcribed  in  the  following  counts : 

1.  The  berein-dracrlbed  method  of  coTerIng  play  lug-ball  a  for  tenats  end  oilier 
games,  conalBtlng  In  knitting  separately  a  spherical  wrapper  and  leaving  a  aUt 
tberem,  Inserting  tbe  elastic  ahell  of  the  ball  throngh  said  silt  and  then  unitlnic 
the  edges  of  tbe  silt. 

2.  The  herein-described  method  of  covering  playlng-ballB  for  tennis  and  other 
games.  coDslsting  In  knitting  separately  a  sphvlcal  wrapper  having  Joztapoaed 
edges,  placing  tbe  elastic  ball  within  tbe  wrapper,  and  then  drawing  together 
the  edges  of  the  wrapper  by  making  new  meshes  of  the  same  material  as  the 
wrapper  and  so  Inclosing  the  elastic  ball. 

3.  The  herein-deecrlbed  method  of  covering  and  Inflating  playlng-balla  for 
tennis  and  other  games.'  consisting  In  knitting  separately  a  spherical  wrapper 
and  leaving  a  allt  therdn.  Inserting  the  elastic  shell  of  tbe  ball  through  »ld 
slit  and  then  closing  the  said  silt  by  making  new  meshes  between  the  edgea 
thereof,  and  thereafter  Inflating  the  Inner  elastic  ball. 

These  claims  were  severally  rejected  because  of  the  following  ref- 
erences: Allerton,  July  14,  1868,  No.  79,933;  Esty,  July  22,  1884,  No. 
802,388;  Washington,  Feb.  26,  1889,  No.  398,558;  Bissell,  Oct.  30, 
1900,  No.  660,787;  British  patent  to  Lord,  May  11,  1898,  No.  10,796. 

In  the  British  pat«nt  to  Lord  is  found  the  idea  of  covering  an 
inflated  rubber  ball  with  crocheted  or  knitted  material,  and  thereby 
dispensing  with  the  necessity  of  using  cement  or  other  adhesire. 
The  Ix>rd  application  contains  tbe  following : 

I  am  aware  that  Indla-rnbber  balls  have  prevlonsly  been  covered  with  a  case 
of  material,  the  latter  being  nsoatly  attached  to  the  ball  by  means  of  a  cem^it 
or  other  adhesive.  My  Invention,  however,  dlSen  esaenttally  from  thla.  In  that 
I  nse  DO  adhesive,  and  also  In  the  fact  that  I  do  not  nse  a  material,  bnt  crochet 
or  otherwise  knit  a  strip  of  tape  or  other  like  substance  on  to  the  ball. 

The  American  patent  to  Bissell  discloses : 
a  tether-ball  comprising  a  resilient  ball,  a  cover  of  flbrons  material  Inclosing 
the  aame,  and  a  ring  or  loop  attached  to  said  cover  and  having  a  surface  com- 
posed of  a  continuation  of  the  threads  of  the  cover. 

There  is  nothing  new,  therefore,  in  the  idea  of  a  knitted  cover,  nor 
is  there  anything  new  in  the  idea  of  inserting  a  deflated  ball  in  the 
cover  and  then  fully  inflating  it,  as  that  idea  is  disclosed  in  the  Aller- 
ton patent.    Allerton  in  his  application  says : 

The  natnre  of  my  said  Invaitlon  consists  In  an  India-rubber  bag,  or  other 
article  to  be  Inflated  or  distended.  In  combination  with  a  separate  covering  of 
cloth,  felt,  or  similar  material,  that  supports  the  rubber  fabric,  and  preventa 
Injary  to  tbe  same  by  the  pressure  or  by  wear,  and  such  covering,  not  having 
been  exposed  to  heat,  retains  Its  orlglnel  strength  and  color,  and  the  robber 
being  separate,  can  be  cared  by  heat  In  the  most  perfect  manner. 

The  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  found  nothing  new  in  the  idea 
of  closing  the  slit  in  the  cover,  throngh  which  the  deflated  ball  has 
been  passed,  "  by  making  new  meshes  between  the  edges  thereof." 
Tbe  Commissioner  said : 

It  la  well  known  that  fabrics  may  be  knitted  to  any  desired  form  and  tbetr 
free  edges  secured  together  by  knitted  stitches. 
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We  concur  in  this  view. 

No  claim  is  made  that  it  was  necessary  to  design  new  machinery 
to  complete  the  cover  after  the  inflation  of  the  ball.  The  prior  art 
suggested  the  idea  of  knitting  together  the  edges  of  the  slit,  and 
that  idea  was  adopted. 

Any  one  skilled  in  the  art,  and  who  desired  to  produce  a  cloth  or 
knitted  cover  for  tennis-balls,  would  have  had  no  difficulty  in  pro- 
ducing the  result  found  in  the  rejected  claims,  had  he  consulted  the 
references.  Two  of  these  references  contain  the  idea  of  covering 
inflated  rubber  balls  with  a  crocheted  or  knitted  cover.  Another 
contains  the  idea  of  inserting  a  deflated  rubber  ball  in  a  cover,  inflat- 
ing the  ball,  and  then  closing  the  aperture. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  was  right,  and  is,  therefore, 
affirmed.  The  clerk  of  the  court  will  certify  this  opinion  and  the 
proceedings  in  this,  court  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  according 
to  law,     A-ffirmed. 


[Court  of  Appeals  ol  th«  Dlitrlct  ot  Columbia.) 

E.  McIluenny's  Son  v.  New  Ibebia  Extract  of  Tabasco  Pepper 

CoMPANT,  Limited. 

Decided  February  ^,  1508. 

133  O.  G.,  89fl;  30  App.  D.  C,  337. 

1.  Tradb-Mabkb — Cancelation — Pleadiho — Sufficibnct  of   Petition. 

As  the  stntiile  prorldlnK  (or  the  cancelation  of  registered  trade-marks 
(act  of  Feb.  20,  1905.  sec.  26,  33  Stat.  L.)  doea  not  contemplate  that  aof 
one  may  petition  the  Commissioner  to  cancel  a  trade-mark  regularlr  ro- 
istered, but  it  does  provide  that  any  one  who  "  sliall  deem  himself  Injured  " 
may  do  so,  the  petition  for  cancelation  must  contain  a  statement  of  fiict 
on  this  Jurisdictional  question  eufflclently  full  to  Bhow  that  the  petitioner 
has  been  Injured  by  the  registration,  and  this  fact  must  not  be  left  to 
conjecture,  but  must  affirmatively  appear,  and  where  such  a  statement 
of  fact  is  lacking  the  petition  is  demurrable. 

2.  Saub— Same— Saue— Saue. 

An  averment  in  a  petition  for  the  cancelation  of  the  registered  trade- 
mark "Tabasco"  for  pepper-sauce  that  petitioner  has  used  such  trade- 
mark Is  not  sufficient,  for  the  reason  that  unless  the  word  has  been  used 
In  the  same  business  no  Injury  contemplated  by  the  statute  would  have 
followed. 

3.  Saue— Same — Saue — Saue. 

In  a  petition  for  the  cancelation  of  a  registered  trade-mark  a  general 
averment  that  the  registration  "  has  been  much  to  the  prejudice,  damage, 
and  loss"  of  the  petitioner  unsupported  by  averments  of  facts  is  merely 
the  conclusion  of  the  pleader  and  Is  not  a  sufficient  averment  of  damage 
to  give  petitioner  a  standing  In  a  cancelation  proceeding. 

Mr.  MelvUle  Church  and  Mr.  J.  B.  Chvrch  for  the  appellanhglc 
Mr.  C.  S.  Walton  for  the  appellee. 
68025— H.  Doc.  134»,  60-2 22 
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ROBB,  J. : 

This  is  an  itppeftl  from  a  decision  of  the  CommisBioner  of  Patents 
overruling  a  general  demurrer  filed  by  appellant  to  a  petition  filed 
by  appellee  for  tbe  cancelation  of  the  word  "Tabasco,"  which  ap- 
pellant had  registered  in  the  Patent  Office  as  a  trade-mark  for  pepper- 
sauce. 

The  petition  demurred  to  was  filed  under  tbe  provisiona  of  section 
13  of  the  act  of  February  20,  1906,  (38  St  at  L.,  pt  17^,)  which 
reads  as  follows: 

That  wbenerer  any  persoD  shall  deem  hlmielf  Injured  by  the  regtstratlcHi 
of  a  trade-mark  In  the  Patent  Ofllce  be  may  at  any  time  apply  to  the  Com- 
missioner of  Patents  to  cancel  the  reglatratloa  thereof.  The  Commlsrioner  shall 
refer  such  application  to  the  Examiner  tn  charge  of  interferences,  who  is 
emporrered  to  hear  and  determine  this  question,  and  who  shall  give  notice 
thereof  to  the  reglBtraQt.  If  It  appear  after  a  hearing  before  the  Examiner 
that  the  registrant  was  not  entitled  to  the  use  of  the  mark  at  the  date  of  hla  ap- 
plication for  registration  thereof,  or  that  the  mark  is  not  need  by  the  registrant 
or  has  been  abandoned,  and  tbe  Examiner  shall  so  decide,  the  Commissioner 
shall  cancel  the  registration.  Appeal  may  be  taken  to  the  Commissioner  Id 
person  from  the  declaloa  of  E^sminw  of  Interferences. 

The  only  averments  found  in  the  petition  as  to  the  right  of  the 
petitioner  to  apply  for  a  cancelation  of  the  trade-mark  are  contained 
in  the  fifth  and  sixth  paragraphs,  and  read  as  follows: 

5,  That  the  corporation  of  yonr  petitioner,  as  well  as  others,  had  used  the 
word  "Tabasco"  as  a  trade-mark  In  trading  throughont  the  United  States 
and  with  foreign  nations  generally  for  several  years  prior  to  the  registration  of 
this  mark. 

6.  The  registration  of  said  word  "Tabasco"  as  a  trade-mark  by  the  firm 
of  E.  Mcllhenny's  Son  has  been  much  to  tbe  prejudice,  damage  and  loss  of 
your  petitioner  and  his  corporation,  organized  under  the  laws  of  Lonlalana. 

Subsequently  certain  affidavits  were  filed  by  the  petitioner,  in 
which  its  interests  more  folly  appear,  but  these  affidavits  were  not 
referred  to  in  the  petition,  and,  of  course,  form  no  part  thereof; 
(Robinson  Tobacco  Co.  v.  PkiUipa,  In  Equity,  20  Blatch.,  U.  S.,  569 ; 
ffiati  V.  GobU,  18  Ind.,  494;  Howard  Co.  v.  Water  Lot  Co.,  53  Ga., 
689 ;  Statham  v.  Life  Insurance  Co.,  45  Miss.,  581 ;  Moses  (&  Co.  v. 
Brodie,  1  Tenn.  Ch.,  397;  8  Enc.  PI.  (fe  Pr.,  p.  740.) 

Pursuant  to  the  authority  vested  in  him  by  section  26  of  said  act 
of  February  20, 1905,  the  Commissioner  in  notifying  appellant  of  the 
filing  of  said  petition  for  cancelation,  said : 

The  practice  of  the  United  States  equity  courts  sbonld  be  followed  In  plead- 
ings. 

The  right  of  the  petitioner  to  intervene  was  dependent  upon  a 
showing  of  interest.  The  statute  does  not  contemplate  that  any  one 
may  petition  the  Commissioner  to  cancel  a  trade-mark  regularly 
registered,  but  it  does  provide  that  any  one  who  "  shall  deem  himself 
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injured  "  may  do  so.  The  petition,  therefore,  must  contain  a  state- 
ment of  fact  oa  this  jurisdictional  question  sufficiently  full  to  show 
that  the  petitioner  has  been  injured  by  the  registry  of  the  mark  he 
seeks  to  have  canceled,  and  this  fact  must  not  be  left  to  conjecture 
but  must  affirmatively  appear.  As  was  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Story, 
Id  BorrUon  v.  SiMM,  (&  Peters,  C08 ;) 

Brerr  bill  most  contain  In  ItMlf  mifflclent  mattere  of  fact,  per  »e,  to  maintain 
the  case  of  the  plaintiff:  so  that  tbe  same  may  be  pat  In  tasue  by  the  answer, 
and  astabllabed  bf  tbe  prooto.  The  proofs  must  be  according  to  the  all^a- 
tlona  of  tbe  parties;  and  If  the  proofa  go  to  matters  not  within  the  all^stlons, 
th*  court  cannot  Judtclally  act  opon  them  as  a  gronnd  for  its  declslMi,  for  the 
pleadings  do  not  put  tbem  In  contestation.  The  aHegata  and  the  probata  mnst 
reclprocatlf  meet  to  conform  to  each  other. 

The  petition  of  the  appellee  does  not  contain  an  averment  that  it 
had  used  the  word  "  Tabasco "  as  a  trade-mark  for  pepper-sauce. 
The  averment  that  it  had  used  the  word  as  *  trade-mark  is  not  suffi- 
cient for  the  obvious  reason  that  unless  the  word  had  been  used  in 
tha  same  business  as  that  in  which  it  was  used  by  appellant,  no  injury 
contemplated  by  the  statute  would  have  resulted,  and  no  ri^t  to 
intervene  would  have  followed.  The  averment  in  the  sixth  paragrajA 
of  the  petition  is  merely  a  conclusion  of  the  pleader  unsupported  by 
the  facts  previously  set  out.  Such  an  allegation  is  not  sufficient; 
(St.  Louis  Ry.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  133  U.  S.,  677;  Story  on  Equity  PI., 
see.  257.) 

The  demurrer  should  have  been  sustained,  and  the  decision  of  the 
Commiaaioner  of  Patents  is,  therefore,  reversed.  The  clerk  of  the 
court  will  certify  this  opinion,  and  the  proceedings  of  the  court  in 
the  premises  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  according  to  law. 
Reversed. 


[Coazt  ot  Appeals  of  the  Dlitilct  o(  ColninUa.] 

In  ke  Edison. 

DeotOei  Februarv  i,  19»8. 

133  0.  C  1190;  30  Xpp.  D.  C,  821. 

Patehtabiutt — Seoohd  Applicatiok — Bes  Adjudicate. 

Where  an  applicant  after  having  been  refused  a  patent  by  the  Commls- 
Bloner  on  appeal  presented  a  new  application  containing  claims  dlBerlns 
from  those  of  the  earlier  application  In  phraeeology  ratber  than  In  meanlnc, 
Sel4  that  anch  differences  or  any  changes  merely  broadening  claims  that 
have  been  once  determined  do  not  affect  the  concluaiveneas  of  the  former 
adjndlcation  and  that  tbe  subject-matter  was  res  adfuAicata. 

Mr.  F.  L.  Dyer  for  the  appellant. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Tennant  ioc  the  Commissioner  of  Patenta-'y^^OOglc 
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SUEFARD,  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  refusing  an 
application,  filed  August  1,  1903,  for  a  patent  for  aa  improvement  in 
screening-plates,  having  the  following  claims : 

1.  Ab  a  new  article  of  manufacture,  a  screen  having  openings  formed  In  a 
plate  of  Qilnlniuni  tbickness,  less  than  the  iridtb  of  said  openings  and  sufficient 
only  to  offer  proper  support  to  tbe  material  passed  over  tbe  same,  substantially 
as  for  tbe  purposes  set  fortb. 

2.  As  a.  new  article  of  manufacture,  a  screen  baring  slots  formed  in  a  plate 
of  minimum  tblckness,  lees  tban  the  width  of  eald  slots,  and  sutHclent  only  to 
offer  proper  support  to  tbe  material  passed  over  tbe  same,  substantially  as 
and  for  the  purposes  set  forth. 

3.  As  a  new  article  of  manufacture,  a  screen  having  openings  formed  In  a 
plate  of  minimum  thickness,  less  in  width  than  said  openings,  sufficient  only  to 
otter  proper  support  to  the  material  passed  over  the  same,  and  having  a  case- 
hardened  screening-surface  and  a  malleable  central  portion,  substantially  as 
and  for  tbe  purposes  set  forth. 

The  record  shows  that  the  same  applicant  had  filed,  on  June  29, 
1899,  an  application  for  the  allowance  of  a  patent  for  an  improvement 
in  screening-plates,  containing  the  following  claims: 

1.  As  a  new  article  of  manufacture,  a  very  thin  metal  plate  having  screenlng- 
orlBces  therein  of  greater  width  than  tbe  thickness  of  said  plate,  substantially 
as  set  forth. 

2.  As  a  new  article  of  manufocture.  a  screen! Dg-plate  made  of  hardaied  metal 
of  extreme  thinness  and  with  orifices  formed  therein  of  a  greater  width  than 
the  thichness  of  said  plate,  substantially  as  set  fortb. 

3.  As  a  new  article  of  manufacture,  a  metal  plate  having  a  hardened  screening- 
surface  but  with  a  malleable  central  portion,  said  plate  being  of  extreme  thick- 
ness and  having  orlflces  formed  therein  of  greater  width  tban  the  tblckuess 
of  said  plate,  substantially  as  set  fortb. 

4.  As  a  new  article  of  manufacture,  a  screening-plate  having  hardened  sur- 
faces and  a  malleable  central  portion,  said  plate  having  elongated  screening- 
orifices  formed  therein,  substantially  as  set  forth. 

5.  As  a  new  article  of  manufacture,  a  very  thin  metal  plate  having  screening- 
slots  therein  of  greater  width  than  the  thickness  of  said  plate,  substantially 
as  set  fortb. 

8.  As  a  new  article  of  manufacture,  a  screening-plate  made  of  hardened  metal 
of  extreqie  thinness,  and  with  slots  formed  therein  of  greater  width  tban  the 
tblckness  of  said  plate,  substantially  as  set  forth. 

7.  As  a  new  article  of  manufacture,  a  metal  plate  having  a  hardened  screening- 
surface  but  with  a  malleable  central  portion,  said  plate  being  of  extreme  thin- 
ness and  having  slots  formed  therein  of  greater  width  than  tbe  tblckness  of 
said  plate,  substantially  as  set  forth. 

8.  As  a  new  article  of  manufacture,  a  screening- plate  baving  hardened  sur- 
faces anij  a  malleable  central  portion,  said  plate  having  elongated  screening- 
slots  formed  tbereln,  substantially  as  Bet  forth. 

This  earlier  application  was  rejected  by  the  Primary  Examiner,  on 
February  l.'i,  1902.  as  unpatentable;  reference  being  made  to  several 
former  patents  for  screening- plates.  This  decision  was  affirmed  by 
the  Examiners-in-Chief,  and  on  appeal  therefrom  to  the  Commis- 
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sioner  their  decision  was  affirmed  May  26,  1903.  No  appeal  was 
prosecuted  from  that  decision. 

On  September  19,  1905,  the  Primary  Examiner  rejected  the  present 
application  on  the  ground  that  the  subject-matter  was  the  same  as 
that  of  the  former  rejected  application,  the  final  determination  of 
which  was  res  adjudti^ata.  His  opinion  was  that  the  claims  1,  2,  and 
3  were  substantially  the  same  as  claims  1,  5,  and  3  of  the  former  ap- 
plication. The  Examiners-in-Chief  affirmed  tills  decision,  but,  in 
addition,  held  that  the  claims  were  unpatentable  in  view  of  the  state 
of  the  prior  art  The  Commissioner  affirmed  their  decision  on  Febru- 
ary 28, 1907,  and  therefrom  this  appeal  has  been  taken. 

It  is  unimportant  to  consider  the  question  of  patentability,  as  we 
agree  with  the  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  in  the  opinion  that  the 
final  decision  in  the  first  application  is  conclusive.  (In  re  Barratfs 
Appeal,  C.  D.,  1899,  320;  87  O.  G.,  1075;  14  App.  D.  C,  255.) 

Nor  do  we  consider  it  necessary  or  important  to  compare  and  dis- 
cuss the  resemblance  between  the  claims  of  the  respective  applica- 
tions. This  has  been  carefully  done  in  the  several  decisions  of  record 
in  the  Patent  Office.  Referring  thereto  and  to  the  respective  claims 
heretofore  set  out,  we  think  it  sufficient  to  say  that  we  adopt  the  state- 
ment in  the  Commissioner's  decision  that: 

ClalmB  1,  2,  and  3,  whicb  are  now  presented,  differ  from  claims  1.  B,  and  3, 
reBpectfvely,  of  tbe  earlier  application  In  ptaraBeaI<%7  ratber  tban  in  meaali^:. 

Such  differences,  or  any  changes  merely  broadening  claims  that 
have  been  once  determined  do  not  affect  the  conclusiveness  of  the 
former  adjudication.  {Horine  v.  Wende,  C.  D.,  1907,  615;  129  O.  G., 
2858;  29  App.  D.  C,  415,  426;  see  also  Blackford  v.  Wilder,  C.  D., 
1907, 491 ;  127  O.  G.,  1255 ;  28  App.  D.  C,  535.) 

The  decision  is  right  and  will  be  affirmed.  It  is  so  ordered,  and 
that  the  clerk  certify  this  decision  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
in  the  manner  required  by  the  law.    A^rmed. 


(Court  at  Appeals  of  the  DIMrlct  D 

WoHCESTER  Brewing  Corporation  v.  Ruetek  &  Company. 

DeoUe(t  February  18,  1908. 

188  O.  G.,  1190;  30  App.  D.  C,  428. 

1.  Tbasb-Habks — DKBCBipnve—-"  Steblino." 

Tbe  word  "  Sterling  "  as  a  trade-mark  for  ale  or  for  any  other  kind  of 
goods  Is  descriptive  of  tlie  quality  of  tbe  articles  od  wUcb  it  Ib  used,  as  It 
denotes  that  the  article  Is  genuine,  pure,  and  of  superior  quality,  and  it  la 
therefore  Ineligible  for  registration  ns  a  technlcat  mark. 
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2.  SAME^NoN-TECHnicAL  Mabks — Ten-Yeab  Proviso — Exa.uaiVE  Use. 

A  non-tecliulL'a!  mark  la  iiot  entitled  to  resistration  under  tlie  taa-ysar 
prOTlBo  of  section  5  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  February  20,  1905,  unlesB  It 
1b  ebown  that  the  appllciiut  possessed  and  eujojed  an  actual  nse  of  tbe 
mark  for  tbe  specified  period  to  tbe  sole  exclnslon  of  all  others,  and  If  It 
amxatB  tbat  during  sncb  period  anotber  was  using  the  same  wcwd  as  ■ 
trade-mark  upon  tbe  same  character  of  goods  the  use  cannot  be  couMered 
"  exclusive  "  within  tbe  meaning  of  tbe  statute. 
Mr.  L.  W.  Southgate  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  G.  H.  ManoeU  for  the  appellee. 
Van  Orsdel,  J.: 

In  this  case,  the  appellant,  Worcester  Brewing  Corporation,  filed 
its  opposition  to  the  registration  in  the  Patent  Office  by  the  appellee, 
Rueter  &  Company,  of  the  word  "  Sterling "  as  a  trade-mark  for 
ale.  The  opposition  was  dismissed  by  the  Commissioner  of  Patents, 
(C.  D.,  1907,  151;  128  O.  G.,  1687,)  and  from  that  ruling  appeal  was 
taken  to  this  court.  The  evidence  in  this  case,  we  think,  discloses 
that  the  appellee  and  its  predecessors  in  business  hare  used  the  word 
"  Sterling "  as  a  trade-mark  for  ale,  manufactured  and  sold  by  it, 
since  1882.  There  is  some  evidence  extending  the  use  back  to  1869, 
but,  we  think,  the  evidence  conclusively  shows  a  continuous  use  since 
1882.  The  president  of  the  appellant  company,  who  owns  about 
three-quarters  of  its  capital  stock,  was,  until  1899,  agent  for  sale  of 
the  ale  produced  by  appellee  bearing  the  mark  "  Sterling."  In  that 
year  he  organized  the  appellant  company  and  became  its  president, 
at  the  same  time  conducting  the  business  of  a  wholesale  liqucv  dealer. 
He  ceased  to  handle  the  goods  of  appellee  in  the  year  1900,  »noe 
which  time  he  has  sold  exclusively  the  goods  of  appellant.  It 
further  appears  that  about  May  1,  1900,  the  appellant  company 
b^;an  to  use  the  word  "  Sterling  "  as  a  trade-mark  for  ale  of  its  own 
production.  The  mark  has  been  used  by  appellant  since  that  time. 
The  device  used  by  appellant,  in  which  the  word  "  Sterling  "  appears, 
is  "  Worcester  Sterling  Ale." 

It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  appellant  that  the  word  "  Sterling  " 
is  a  descriptive  word,  and  is  for  that  reason  not  entitled  to  registra- 
tion. We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  word  "  Sterling,"  when  applied 
to  any  kind  of  goods,  is  descriptive  of  the  quality  of  the  articles 
on  which  it  is  used.  It  denotes  that  the  article  on  which  it  is  used 
is  genuine,  pure,  and  of  superior  quality.  These  meanings  are 
applied  to  the  word  by  the  dictionaries,  and  we  think  they  express 
what  the  public  generally  understands  by  the  use  of  tbe  t«nn. 
Certainly,  when  the  wu-d  "  Sterling "  is  used  in  coonectioa  with 
merchandise  or  beverages,  it  will  at  once  be  understood  to  denote 
quality.  Being  a  descriptive  word,  it  is  ineligible  for  registration 
as  a  technical  trade-mark. 


DECISIONS  OF  UNITED  BTATES  COURTS  IK  PATENT  CASES.      331 

There  is  but  one  way  left  in  which  appellee  is  entitled  to  have  its 
applicatitm  for  registration  considered  in  this  case,  and  that  ia  under 
the  proviso  to  section  5  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  February  20,  1905, 
which  19  as  follows: — 

That  nothing  herein  shall  prevent  the  registration  Of  any  mark  used  by  the 
applicant,  or  hts  predeceeaors,  or  by  tlioBe  from  whom  title  to  the  mark  Is  de- 
rived, In  commerce  with  foreign  nattoai,  or  among  the  aeveral  Stales,  or  with 
the  Indian  tribes,  which  wqb  In  a<^tuaI  and  eKcluslve  um  as  a  trade-mark  of  the 
appllcnnt,  or  his  predecesBors  from  whom  lie  derived  title,  for  ten  years  next 
preceding  the  passuge  of  this  act. 

The  record  discloses  an  actual  and  continuous  use  by  appellee  of 
the  word  '*  Sterling  "  as  a  trade-mark  for  ale  for  more  than  ten  years 
next  preceding  the  passage  of  the  act  of  Congress.  If  it  appears, 
therefore,  that  this  use  has  been  exclusive,  even  though  the  word  is 
descriptive  and  not  susceptible  of  registration  as  a  technical  trade- 
mark, appellee  would  still,  by  reason  of  its  actual  and  exclusive  use 
for  ten  years  next  preceding  the  passage  of  the  act,  be  entitled  to  the 
right  to  register  it.  In  the  case  of  In  re  Cahn,  Belt  <£  Co.,  (C.  D., 
1906,  tJ27;  122  O.  0.,  354;  27  App.  D.  C,  177,)  this  Court  said: 

The  last  prorlBo  of  sectloD  F>,  as  amended  and  passed,  was  not  Intended  to 
provide  for  the  reglatration  of  technical  trade-marks,  for  sncfa  marks  had  been 
cared  for  elaewhcre  In  this  act  The  provlBO  admitted  ttie  registration  of 
marks,  Mot  In  eltber  of  the  elasBes  problblled  by  this  section,  if  such  marks  were 
In  actual  and  exclusive  use  as  a  ttade^iark  for  ten  years  next  preceding  the 
passage  of  the  act  in  respect  of  technical  trade-mar^,  this  proviso  Is  abso- 
lutely uaelees.  It  was  Intended  to  save  the  right  of  registration  to  the  marks 
described  In  the  proviso.  •  •  •  The  last  provlBO  to  section  Q  was  Intended 
to  refer  only  to  marks  owned  by  the  applicants,  and  In  their  actual  and  exclu- 
sive use  for  ten  years. 

It  is  clear  that  appellee,  during  the  ten  year  penod  would  have 
had  no  right  to  exclude  appellant  from  the  use  of  the  word  "  Ster- 
ling "  on  the  ground  of  its  being  a  valid  technical  trade-mark.  Not 
possessing  this  right,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  upon  what  theory 
its  use  can  be  said  to  be  exclusive. 

■  We  think  that  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  erred  in  holding  that 
the  word  "  exclusive,"  as  used  in  the  proviso  of  section  5,  means  "  the 
right  to  exclude."  It  has  no  reference  to  any  right  possessed  by  the 
user.  Since  the  word  did  not  constitute  a  technical  trade-mark,  no 
right  to  exclude  could  be  asserted.  Inasmudi  as  the  word  is  used  in 
the  statute  in  coimection  with  the  words  "  actual  use  "  and  both  ex- 
pressions are  used  to  qualify  the  special  right  conferred  by  this  pro- 
vision of  the  act,  we  hold  that  an  actual  use  must  be  shown  to  have 
been  possessed  and  enjoyed  by  the  applicant  to  the  sole  exclusion  of 
all  others.  The  use  could  not  be  exclusive  if,  during  the  period,  it 
appears  that  another  was  using  the  same  word  as  a  trade-mark  upon 
the  same  character  of  goods.    It  is  not  denied  that,  during  five  years 
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of  this  period  prior  to  the  act  of  1905,  appellant  used  continuously 
the  word  "  Sterling  "  as  a  mark  on  the  same  kind  of  goods  on  which 
it  was  used  by  appellee.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  this  is  sufficient 
to  prevent  appellee  from  claiming  such  an  exclusive  use  as  would 
entitle  it  to  register  the  word  "  Sterling  "  as  a  trade-mark. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  other  questions  raised  in  the 
record,  and  discussed  in  the  briefs  of  counsel.  The  decision  of  the 
Commissioner  of  Patents  is  reversed  and  the  clerk  is  instructed  to 
certify  this  proceeding,  as  required  by  law.    Reversed. 


(Court  of  ApiwalB  of  tbe  District  at  Columbia.] 

United  States  of  America,  ex  rel.  The  Xewcomb  Motor  Company, 

V.  MoOBE,  Commissioner  of  Patents. 

Decided  March  S.  1908. 

133  O.  G.,  1680;  30  App.  D.  C,  464. 

1.  Irtebfebehce — RraHT  to  Make  Claims  a  Questioit  of  Pbtomtt — ArprAi.  to 

CoDBT. 

Tbe  right  of  a  parly  to  make  a  claim  goes  to  tbe  fonndatlon  of  nn  In- 
terfereoce,  and  a  judgmeDt  of  a  Primary  Ezamlaer  deuylng  tbat  rigbt  mny 
be  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  and  tbnt 
court  will  take  Jurisdiction  to  determine  that  questloD  "as  an  andllxry 
question  to  be  considered  in  awarding  priority  of  Invention." 

2.  Same — Section    4904.    Revised    Statutes— Couuissioheb    Max    Delegate 

authobity. 
Allbongh  section  4904,  Revised  Statutes,  provides  that  whenever  "In  tbe 
opinion  of  tbe  Commissioner  "  an  Interference  exists  notice  sball  be  given 
to  tbe  parties,  etc.,  the  Commissioner  la  not  obliged  persona])}'  to  determine 
In  tbe  first  instance  whether  an  interference  In  fact  exists,  but  may  delegnte 
this  duty  to  th^  primary  Examiner,  The  demands  of  tbe  statute  are  fully 
met  when  It  Is  provided  that  at  some  stage  In  the  proceedings  the  per- 
sonal opinion  of  the  Commissioner  may  be  invoked  by  either  party. 

3.  Same — Right  to  Have  Claius  Twice  Rejected — Inteb  Partes  CASt. 

Tbe  provisions  of  tbe  statutes  glvlug  an  applicant  tbe  right  to  have  bis 
claim  twice  rejected  (sees.  4903  and  4900,  K.  S.)  does  not  apply  In  inter 
partet  cases. 

4.  Saue— Motion  to  Dissolve— Ex  a  uiner's  Decision   Final  Unless  Appeal 

Pboseccted. 

Where  a  Primary  ELsamlner  on  a  motion  to  dissolve  decides  that  one  of 
tbe  parties  lias  no  right  to  make  the  claims  of  an  interference  issue  and 
such  party,  after  flllng  an  appeal  from  such  decision,  fails  to  prosecote  the 
same  and  abandons  It,  such  declslcm  becomes  final  and  binding  upon  the 
parties  and  precludes  the  subsequent  ex  parte  consideration  of  the  same 
question. 
n.  Saue— Same — Same— SurEsvisoBY  Authority  of  Coumissioneb. 

Upon  a  motion  to  dissolve  it  was  held  that  one  of  the  parties  had  no 
right  to  make  tbe  claims  In  Issue  and  the  ap|>eal  from  that  decision  was 
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abandoDed;  but  subsequently  Id  tbe  ex  parte  prosecution  of  thnt  party'x 
case  it  was  held  by  the  Exit  miners- In-Cbief  that  said  fiarty  hud  a  right 
to  make  the  identical  claims  :ind  the  Interference  was  redeclai'ed.  The 
CommlssloDer  thereupon  set  aside  the  ex  parte  decisions  and  directed  a 
rebearlng  of  the  case  before  the  Eiaminers-in-Chief  inter  porta.  Held 
that  tbe  decision  Id  the  Interfereace  was  reg  adjudicata  and  that  the  Coni- 
mlseloner  was  without  authority  to  direct  tbe  readjudlcation  in  aneh 
ez  parte  application  of  the  question  whether  said  party  bad  a  right  to 
make  tbe  identical  claims  of  the  issue  of  the  Interference. 
6.  Mardauus — Pbopebly  Invoked  fob  Enforcement  of  Decision  of  Priuabt 
Examines. 
Where  a  Primary  Examloer  on  a  motion  to  dlsisolve  decides  that  one 
of  tbe  parties  bas  no  right  to  make  the  claims  of  an  interference  issne  and 
such  party,  after  filing;  an  appeal  from  such  decision,  falls  to  prosecute  the 
aame  and  atiaiidona  it,  such  Judgment  becomes  anal  and  binding  upon  ttte 
parties,  and  mandamus  Is  the  proper  proceeding  to  secure  the  enforcement 
of  such  Judgment  and  a  vacation  of  any  subsequent  ex  parte  or  inter  partes 
proceedings  adjudicating  the  same  nuestlon  or  based  u|>on  such  an  adjudi- 
cation. 

Mr.  C.  H.  Duell,  Mr.  R.  N.  Kenyan,  and  Mr.  W.  F.  Rogers  for  the 
appellant 

Mr.  Melville  Church  and  Mr,  F.  A.  Tennant  for  the  appellee. 

RoBB,  J.  : 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  dismissing  a  petition  for  a  writ  of  mandamus 
to  compel  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  to  enforce  a  former  decision 
made  in  the  Patent  Office  and  to  vacate  certain  proceedings  there- 
after had  involving  what  is  claimed  to  be  the  same  subject-matter. 
(C.  D.,  1907,  683;  130  O.  G.,  302.) 

The  facts,  about  which  there  is  no  controversy,  are  these:  On 
July  15,  1902,  two  patents  were  regularly  issued  to  E.  C.  Newcomb — 
one  for  an  apparatus  for  generating  steam  and  the  other  for  the 
method  of  generating  steam.  Both  were  subsequently  assigned 
to  the  relator,  The  Newcomb  Motor  Company.  Newcomb's  original 
application  was  filed  June  7,  1901,  and  subsequently  divided.  Prior 
to  this,  on  August  2,  1897,  Elihu  Thomson  had  filed  an  application 
for  an  apparatus  for  regulating  and  controlling  steam  production. 
No  interference  was  declared  between  this  and  Newcomb's  applica- 
tions. After  the  issue  of  Newcomb's  patents  Thomson  inserted  in 
his  application  forty-seven  claims  copied  from  Newcomb's  method 
patent  and  demanded  an  interference.  Thereafter,  on  November  17, 
1902,  Thomson  filed  a  divisional  application  setting  up  the  same 
method  claims  and  at  the  same  time  canceled  said  claims  in  his 
original  application.  February  28,  1900,  Herman  Lemp  filed  an 
application  for  automatic  regulation  of  steam-propelled  vehicles,  and 
on  November  3,  1902,  anotiier  for  the  method  of  producing  steam. 
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Both  of  these  have  been  assigned  to  the  General  Electric  Company. 
December  30, 1902,  an  interference  was  declared  between  Lemp's  last 
application  and  the  Newcomb  patent,  No.  704,908,  (method,)  involv- 
ing an  issue  of  fifteen  counts.  These  counts  consisted  of  fifteen 
claims  of  the  Newcomb  patent  that  were  not  cUimed  io  Lemp's 
application  as  filed,  but  were  added  thereto  after  Newcomb's  patent 
had  issued.  A  second  interference  was  declared  January  13,  1903, 
between  Lemp's  first  application  and  Newcomb's  patent,  No.  704,907. 
The  twenty-one  counts  of  this  issue  were  claims  of  the  Newcomb 
patent  not  claimed  by  Jjemp  until  after  the  issue  of  the  Newcomb 
patent  January  13,  1903,  an  interference  was  declared  between 
Thomson's  divisional  application  and  Newoomb's  patent,  the  forty- 
seven  counts  of  the  issue  constituting  the  claims  taken  from  New- 
comb's  patent.  Another  was  declared  January  27,  1903,  between 
Thomson's  original  application  and  Newcomb's  patent,  No.  704,907. 
The  issue  in  this  contained  forty-eight  counts  embracing  forty-eight 
claims  of  the  Newcomb  patent  not  in  Thomson's  original  application 
but  inserted  by  him  after  the  issue  of  tlie  Newcomb  patent  aforesaid. 
Thereafter  Newcomb  filed  in  each  case  a  motion,  under  Rule  122,  to 
dissolve  the  interferences.  Several  groumls  were  assigned,  the  snb- 
stantial  one  in  each  case  being  that  the  opposing  party  had  no  right 
under  his  application  to  make  the  claims  in  interference.  The  Pri- 
mary Examiner,  to  whom  the  motions  were  referred  under  the  rule, 
on  January  11, 1904,  made  a  decision  in  each  case  that  the  applicants 
had  no  right  to  make  the  claims,  and  thereafter  dissolved  the  inter- 
ferences. The  limit  of  appeal  from  each  decision  was  ordered  to 
expire  February  4,  1904.  Ijemp  and  Thomson  filed  motions  before 
the  Primary  Examiner  asking  him  to  cancel  the  limit  of  appeal  as 
contrary  to  law,  because  they  were  entitled  to  a  second  rejection  of 
their  claims,  that  after-proceedings  in  the  interferences  be  suspended 
pending  the  motions,  and  that  they  be  given  thirty  days  within  which 
to  file  affidavits  regarding  the  right  to  make  the  claims.  By  stipula- 
tion the  limit  of  appeal  had  been  extended  sixteen  days,  namely,  to 
February  20,  1904.  On  that  date  the  Examiner  denied  the  motions. 
On  the  same  day  Ijemp  and  Thomson  entered  appeals  to  the  Exam- 
iners-in-Chief  from  the  decisions  dissolving  the  interferences,  asking 
that  hearings  thereof  be  postponed  until  a  decision  by  the  Commis- 
sioner on  appeals  taken  directly  to  the  Commissioner  from  the  deci- 
sions of  the  Examiner  refusing  to  extend  the  limit  of  appeal.  On 
March  11, 1904,  the  Commissioner  affirmed  the  decisions  denying  the 
motions  to  extend  the  limit  of  appeal.  September  28, 1904,  the  Com- 
missioner dmied  motions  for  rehearing.  Pending  the  above  proceed- 
ings, on  June  3  and  7,  1904,  Thomson  and  Lemp  petitioned  the  Com- 
missioner to  remand  their  applications  to  the  Primary  Examiner  with 
instructions  to  reject  or  allow  the  same.    This  petition  was  denied. 
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On  October  5  and  6, 1904,  Thomson  and  Lemp  "  in  view  of  the  Com- 
missioner's decision  "  of  September  26,  1901,  withdrew  theix  seTciml 
appeals  to  the  Examiners-in-Chief  from  the  decisions  of  the  Primary 
Examiner  disaolving  the  interferences.  After  the  withdrawal  of 
these  appeals,  Thomson  and  Lemp  proceeded  ex  parte  before  the 
Primary  Examiner  (Newcomb  having  no  knowledge  thereof)  and 
demanded  action  on  the  same  claims,  their  right  to  make  which  had 
been  denied  on  the  motions  to  dissolve.  November  3, 1904,  the  claims 
were  rejected.  Both  parties  thereafter  a^ed  the  reconsideration  of 
tbeir  several  demands  and  filed  affidavits  relating  to  the  construction 
of  the  applications  and  claims.  Thomson's  application  waa  a  second 
time  rejected  mi  May  10,  1905,  and  he  appealed  in  eadi  case  to  the 
Examiners-in-Chief.  Lemp  pursued  the  same  course,  and  was  a 
second  time  rejected,  on  November  20, 1905,  and  likewise  appealed  to 
the  Examiners-in-Chief.  On  July  13,  1905,  on  Thomson's  ex  parte 
appeal  the  Examiners-in-Chief  reversed  the  Primary  Examiner  as  to 
all  but  two  of  the  claims  involved.  On  Lnnp's  «iH  parte  appeal  they, 
on  January  25,  1906,  reversed  the  Primary  Examiner  as  to  ail  of  the 
claims  involved.  After  these  last  two  decisions  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  reinstated  the  former  interferences,  redeclanng  them 
as  before  with  the  exception  of  the  two  counts  which  the  Examiners- 
in-Chief  had  held  were  rightly  denied.  Before  noticing  this  second 
declaration  Newcomb  moved  to  dissolve  mi  the  ground  that  the  sub- 
ject-matter was  reg  adjudicata.  The  Examiner  denied  the  motions 
and  Newcomb  appealed  to  the  Commissioner.  On  this  appeal  the 
Commie^oner,  on  April  24, 1906,  reversed  the  decision  reinstating  the 
interf««nce8  and  directing  it  to  be  vacated;  but  also  ordered  that  the 
Primary  Examiner's  decision  rejecting  the  claims  be  considered  in 
full  force  and  effect  until  the  Examiner  should  be  convinced  that  the 
same  was  an  error  or  until  the  same  was  overruled  by  an  inter  partes 
appeal,  and  further  ordered  that  the  Primary  Examiner  should  fix  a 
date  for  reconsideration  of  the  rejection  inter  parteSy  and,  if  still  con- 
vinced that  the  rejection  was  sound  to  make  the  same  final  and  fix  a 
limit  of  appeal.  On  May  23,  1906,  Thomson  and  Lemp  each  aslud 
that  a  day  be  set  for  the  rehearing  provided  in  said  decision.  Hear- 
ing was  set  for  July  9,  1906,  and  notices  were  sent  to  Newcomb,  but 
the  same  was  postponed  to  September  26, 1906.  Meantinw  the  Exam- 
iner of  Interferences  had  on  June  11,  1906,  set  aside  the  declaratitms 
of  interferences  in  obedience  to  the  opinion  of  the  decision  of  the 
Commissioner.  On  August  15,  1906,  The  Newcomb  Motor  Company 
filed  tbe  petitiim  setting  up  the  proceedings  in  the  Patent  Office  bef<M*e 
stated  and  averring  that  the  only  remedy  which  Thomson  and  I^emp 
had  in  relation  to  the  decisions  of  tbe  Primary  Examiner  dissolving 
the  interference  was  by  appeal  to  tbe  Examiners-in-Chief  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  sections  4909  and  483,  Revised  Statutes,  and  the 


336      DECISIONS  OF  tJNITED  STATES  COURTS  IN  PATENT  CASES. 

rules  of  the  Patent  Office  established  in  accordance  therewith,  that 
having  taken  and  then  abandoned  appeals  therefrom  the  said  deci- 
sions of  the  Primary  Examiner  had  become  final  and  the  issues 
therein  are  res  adjudicata  between  the  parties,  and  that  by  the  refusal 
of  the  Commissioner  to  vacate  all  of  the  proceedings  connected  with 
and  leading  to  a  redeclaration  of  the  interferences,  and  particularly 
the  ex  parte  actions  of  the  said  Thomson  and  Lemp  subsequent  to  the 
dissolution  of  the  said  interferences  and  any  and  all  appeals  therein, 
petitioner  had  been  deprived  of  the  legal  rights  vested  in  him  by  the 
laws  relating  to  the  granting  of  patents  and  will  be  without  redress 
unless  the  writ  of  mandamus  prayed  for  be  granted. 

It  is  conceded  in  the  brief  of  counsel  for  appellee  that — 
the  jiidgtnentB  of  tlie  Prlmnry  Examiner,  nnappealed  from,  were  aa  final  as 
wouM  have  been  the  Judgments  of  tbe  Examlners-ln-Chlef,  on  appeal,  or  of  tlie 
CommlBBloner,  on  appeal,  had  appeals  been  taken  to  those  tribunals— 
but,  it  is  contended,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Primary  Examiner  dis- 
solving the  interferences  on  the  ground  that  neither  Thomson  nor 
Lemp  had  the  right  to  make  the  claims  was  an  interlocutory  and  not 
a  final  judgment,  because  it  did  not  decide  the  question  of  priority. 
It  is  true,  as  contended  by  appellee,  that  in  several  cases  decided  by 
this  court  prior  to  Podlesak  v.  Mclnnemey,  (C.  D.,  1906,  558;  120 
O.  G.,  2127;  26  App.  D.  C,  299.)  it  was  in  effect  held  that  in  interfer- 
ence cases  the  right  of  either  party  to  make  the  claims  of  the  issue, 
except  under  extraordinary  circumstances,  would  not  be  considered. 
In  the  Podlesak  case,  however,  upon  careful  consideration  we  modi- 
fied our  earlier  views  and  ruled  that  inasmuch  as  the  ri^t  of  a  party 
to  make  a  claim  goes  to  the  foundation  of  an  interference,  a  judgment 
of  the  Primary  Examiner  denying  that  right  mi^t  be  appealed  to 
this  court,  and  that  we  would  take  jurisdiction  to  determine  that 
question  "  as  an  ancillary  question  to  be  considered  in  awarding 
priority  of  invention."  The  opinion  states: 

If  it  be  incorrectly  held  that  such  party  has  a  right  to  make  the  claim 
priority  may  be  awHrded  to  him  and  hie  adversary  be  deprived  of  a  substantial 
rlgbt  In  that  he  Is  not  given  a  claim  where  he  necessarily  Is  the  prior  Inventor, 
bis  adversary  never  having  made  tbe  Invention. 

Allen  V.  V.  S.,  ex  ret  Lowry,  (C.  D.,  1905,  643;  116  O.  G.,  2253; 
26  App.  D.  C,  8,)  relied  upon  by  appellee,  in  no  way  conflicts  with 
the  decision  in  the  Podlesak  case.  Lowry,  one  of  the  parties  to  the 
interference,  was  granted  a  patent  and  an  interference  was  subse- 
quently declared  between  his  patent  and  the  application  of  one  Spoon. 
Lowry  moved  to  dissolve  the  interference  upon  the  ground  that 
Spoon's  press  was  inoperative,  and,  therefore,  that  Spoon  had  no 
right  to  make  the  claims  in  issue.  The  Primary  E.^amijier  granted 
the  motion,  and  an  appeal  was  prosecuted  to  the  Examiners-in-Chief 
who  affirmed  the  decision.    Spoon  thereupon  petitioned  the  Commis- 
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sioner  of  Patents,  who  remanded  the  case  to  the  Primary  Examiner 
for  further  consideration,  and  that  officer  upon  the  Hling  of  addi- 
ti«ial  affidavits  decided  that  Spoon  had  a  right  to  make  the  claims 
in  issue.  An  appeal  was  taken  to  the  Board  of  Examiners-in-Chief, 
which  was  dismissed  by  that  Board  for  the  want  of  jurisdiction. 
Lowry  then  petitioned  the  Commissioner  to  take  jurisdiction  of  the 
appeal,  which  petition  was  denied.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  was  then  petitioned  to  issue  a  writ  of  mandamus 
commanding  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  to  direct  the  Examiners- 
in-Chief  to  reinstate  and  take  jurisdiction  of  the  appeal,  and  the 
petition  was  granted.  This  court,  on  appeal,  reversed  the  lower 
court,  and  our  ruling  was  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  (C.  D.,  1906,  765;  125  O.  G.,  2365;  203  U.  S.,  476,) 
the  ground  of  both  decisions  being  that  appeals  are  only  allowed 
to  the  Examiners-in-Chief,  and  from  them  to  the  Commissioner,  from 
"  final  decisions  and  not  such  as  are  made  in  interlocutory  matters." 
The  Supreme  Court  quoted  with  approval  the  following  from  the 
decision  of  the  Acting  Commissioner: 

It  Is  to  be  particularly  noted  that  tuere  bas  been  no  decision  as  to  tbe  rival 
claims  of  tbe  parties  to  tbis  Interference.  It  bas  not  been  decided  which  party 
is  entitled  to  tbe  patent.  If  It  sbould  at  any  time  be  decided  that  Spoon  Is 
entitled  to  tbe  patent,  Lowry  will  bave  tbe  rigbt  of  appeal,  but  until  such  final 
decision  Is  rendered  tlie  statute  gives  bim  no  right  of  appeal.  It  would  Heem 
upon  general  principles  of  law  that  Lowry  could  then  present  for  determination 
by  bis  appeal  any  question  which  In  his  opinion  vitally  affects  tbe  question 
which  party  Is  entitled  to  the  patent.  Tbe  only  ground  upon  which  be  can 
reasonably  claim  the  right  of  appeal  on  this  motion  Is  that  tbe  question  vitally 
affects  bis  claimed  right  to  a  patent,  and.  If  It  does  that,  be  can  raise  ft  at 
final  bearing  and  contest  It  before  tbe  various  appellate  tribunals.  Including  the 
court  of  appeals. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  decision  of  the  Primary  Examiner  in  the 
Lowry  case  was  purely  interlocutory,  for  it  eliminated  neither  party 
to  the  int«rference  and  deferred  final  judgment  on  the  question  of 
priority  until  each  party  had  taken  testimony.  It  was  still  possible, 
therefore,  for  Lowry  to  prevail  on  the  merits  and  receive  the  award 
of  priority.  Neither  does  the  case  of  Diatilling  Co.  v.  Schneider 
(C.  D.,  1907,  613;  129  O.  G.,  2503;  29  App.  D.  C,  1)  conflict  with 
Podlesak  V.  Mclnnemey,  for  the  reason  that  the  appeal  in  that  case 
was  taken  to  this  court  before  the  subject-matter  in  dispute  had  been 
awarded  to  either  party. 

It  is  further  contended  that  because  section  4904,  Revised  Statutes, 
provides  that  whenever  "  in  the  opinion  of  the  Commissioner "  an 
interference  exists,  notice  shall  be  given  the  parties,  etc.,  a  non- 
delegable duty  is  imposed  upon  the  Commissioner.  This  question 
was  considered  in  Allen  v.  Lowry,  supra,  and  it  was  there  held  that 
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the  Commissioner  "  for  any  reason  wliich  he  considers  may  be  in  the 
interest  of  the  public  or  the  parties "  may  delegate  to  the  Primary 
Examiner  the  duty  of  determining  primarily  whether  an  interference 
in  fact  exists,  and  that — 

In  BO  doing  he  te  not  thereby  depriving  any  party  of  any  statutory  right  to 
have  all  questions  passed  upon  at  flnal  bearing,  and  on  appeals  thetefrmn, 
which  are  necemarr  for  a  correct  deteraUnatlDO  of  the  qaestlon  of  priori^, 
which  Is  the  sole  question  for  whldi  laterferences  are  declared. 

To  adopt  the  view  of  the  appellee  would  reverse  a  practice  which 
has  prevailed  in  the  Patent  Office  since  the  statute  was  enacted  in  1870, 
and  would  in  effect  render  the  statute  nugatory  since  it  would  be  a 
physical  impossibility  for  the  Commissioner  personally  to  pass  upon 
all  these  preliminary  questions.  He  was  given  assistants  for  that 
purpose.  Moreover,  the  Primary  Examiner  is  skilled  in  the  partic- 
ular  art,  and,  therefore,  peculiarly  qualified  to  pass  upon  a  question 
involving  the  right  of  either  party  to  make  the  claims  of  the  issue. 
We  think  the  demands  of  the  statute  fully  met  when  it  is  provided 
that  at  some  stage  in  the  proceedings  the  personal  opinion  of  the 
Commissioner  may  be  invoked  by  either  party. 

It  is  next  contended  by  the  appellee  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Primary  Examiner  was  not  a  final  judgment  because,  under  the 
provisions  of  sections  4909, 4910,  and  4911,  Revised  Statutes,  the  appli- 
cant is  entitled  to  a  reconsideration  and  second  rejection  of  his  claims 
by  the  Primary  Examiner.    These  sections  read  as  follows: 

8ec.  4909.  Every  applicant  for  a  patent  or  for  the  reissue  of  a  patent,  any 
of  the  claims  of  which  hare  been  twice  rejected,  and  every  party  to  an  Inter- 
ference, may  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Primary  Examiner,  or  of  the 
Eizamlner  in  charge  of  Interferences  In  such  case,  to  the  Board  of  Examinera- 
In-Chief:  having  once  paid  the  fee  for  such  appeal. 

Sec.  4910.  If  such  party  Is  dissatisded  with  tbe  decision  of  the  Etzamlnera-in- 
Chlef,  he  may,  on  payment  of  the  fee  prescrlt)ed,  appeal  to  the  Commlaalouer 
In  person. 

Sec.  4911.  If  such  party,  except  a  party  to  an  interference,  is  dlBsatlsQed 
with  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner,  he  may  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  ritting  in  banc. 

It  will  be  necessary  to  examine  sections  4903  and  4904,  Bevised 
Statutes,  in  discussing  the  merits  of  this  contention.  These  sections 
read  as  follows: 

Sec.  4903.  Whenever,  on  examination,  any  claim  for  a  patent  Is  rejected,  the 
Commissioner  shall  notify  the  applicant  thereof,  giving  him  briefly  tbe  reasons 
for  such  rejection,  together  with  such  Information  and  reta&icet  as  may  be 
useful  In  Judging  of  tbe  propriety  ot  renewing  his  applkatton  or  of  altertng 
his  Bpeciflcatlon ;  and  if,  after  receiving  each  notice,  tbe  applicant  perdsta  la 
bis  claim  for  a  patent,  with  or  without  altering  his  specifications,  the  Gom- 
mlBsloner  shall  order  a  re{>xamluatlon  of  tbe  case. 

Sec.  4904.  Whenever  an  application  is  made  for  a  patent  which.  In  tbe 
opinion  of  tbe  Commissioner,  would  interfere  with  any  pending  application. 
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or  wHh  any  uoexplied  patent,  be  ahall  give  notice  thereof  to  tbe  appllcaDts,  or 
aMkUeant  and  patentee  as  the  case  may  be,  and  ahall  direct  the  Primary  Ex- 
amlaer  to  proceed  to  determine  the  queBtloo  of  priority  of  invention.  And  the 
Commlntocier  may  Uaue  a  patoit  to  th«  party  who  la  adjudged  the  prior 
iDTcntoT,  uless  the  adverse  part;  appeals  from  the  decision  of  the  PrimarT 
Bzamlner,  or  of  the  Board  of  ExamlDers-in-Chlef,  as  the  case  may  be^  within 
such  time,  not  leas  thaa  twenty  days,  as  the  Commissioner  shall  prescribe. 

In  Allen  v.  Lowry,  supra,  section  4909  was  construed — 
as  tboagb  It  read:  Every  applicant  for  a  patent  or  for  the  rtiasne  of  a  patent, 
any  of  the  claims  of  which  have  heen  twice  rejected,  may  appeal  from  the 
decision  of  tbe  Primary  Examiner,  and  every  pariy  to  an  Interference  may 
appeal  from  tbe  decision  of  the  Elxaminer  in  charge  of  Interferences  In  such 
case,  to  tbe  Board  of  Examlners-in-Chlef.  In  other  worda,  to  abbreviate  and 
make  the  sections  more  sncclnct,  the  words  "may  appeal  from  the  decisions" 
were  used  but  once,  but  we  tblnk  that  thereby  clearness  was  sacrlflced  for 
brevity. 

This  interpretation  negatives  the  contention  of  appellee  that  the 
provision  giving  an  applicant  the  right  to  have  his  claim  twice  re- 
jected applies  in  inter  partes  cases.  In  an  ex  parte  case  arising  under 
section  4903  the  applicant  in  the  first  instance  has  no  knowledge  as  to 
tbe  references  and  reasons  of  the  rejection  b;  the  Primary  Examiner 
of  his  claim,  and  has  no  opportunity  to  be  heard  before  action  has 
been  taken  by  that  official.  The  notice  of  rejection  contains  his  first 
information  of  what  has  taken  place  in  the  Patent  Office.  The 
statute,  therefore,  very  properly  provides  in  effect  that  upon  tbe 
receipt  of  such  notice  the  applicant  may  have  an  opportunity  to  meet 
the  objections  raised  by  the  Primary  Examiner.  Under  section  4904, 
however,  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  Commissioner  to  give  notice  to 
parties  thought  to  be  in  interference,  and  to  "  direct  the  Primary 
Examiner  to  proceed  to  determine  the  question  of  priority  of  inven- 
ticm."  The  statute,  therefore,  imposes  upon  the  Commissioner  the 
duty  of  notifying  the  parties  prior  to  the  first  hearing  before  the 
Primary  Examiner  so  that,  when  the  hearing  is  had,  both  parties 
have  a  right  to  be  present,  and,  in  the  event  a  motion  for  dissolution 
is  made,  the  applicant  affected  has  knowledge  of  the  grounds  for  the 
motion  and  ample  opportunity  for  hearing  and  argument.  No  more 
reason  exists  for  a  second  hearing  than  exists  for  a  second  hearing 
in  any  other  case  between  two  parties  litigant  where  due  notice  has 
been  given  and  all  the  forms  and  requirements  of  the  law  have  been 
complied  with.    The  Commissioner  in  his  opinion  said: 

I  am  of  tbe  opinion  that  the  proceedings  hi  the  Thomson  application  since 
tbe  withdrawal  of  tbe  appeal  to  tbe  Examlners-ln-Chlef  In  tbe  Interference 
were  contrary  to  tbe  evident  spirit  of  tbe  rules  and  that  to  stistatn  such  pro- 
ceedings would  be  In  opposition  to  the  requirements  of  good  practice  and  to  the 
Interests  of  applicants  generally.  If  parties  can  waive  their  rights  of  inter 
partet  appeal  In  tbe  Interference  and  then  proceed  by  ex  parte  appeals  to  try 
tbe  same  questlona  which  the;  could  have  tried  by  the  Inter  paries  appeals, 
the  provision  of  Bule  124  that  apiieala  shall  be  beard  inter  parte*  la  rendered 
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ineffective.  If  the  inter  parte*  hearing  upon  appeal  is  to  be  escaped,  the  use- 
fulness of  motions  for  disBolutloD  will  be  slight,  except  in  those  cases  where 
parties  voluntarily  take  the  inter  partes  appeal.  Why  should  motions  be 
brought  or  even  permitted  if  decisions  granting  them  can  be  set  aside  upon 
appeal  withorit  opportunity  (or  the  moving  parties  to  be  heard,  and  presumably 
to  a  large  extent  without  consideration  of  the  arguments  upon  which  the  con- 
clusions npijealed  from  are  based?  It  Is  do  sufficient  answer  to  say  that  If  the 
decision  of  the  Primary  Examiner  Is  reversed  the  motion  may  be  brought  ngiiin 
when  the  Interference  Is  reinstated  or  redeclared.  If  reinstated,  a  new  motloa 
brought  and  granted  would  presumably  be  followed  by  another  ex  parte  appeal 
and  another  reversal  of  the  decision.  There  would  be  no  logical  conclusion  to 
such  proceedings,  and  to  i>ermlt  them  would  be  absurd.  The  practice  of  per- 
mitting motions  for  dissolution  to  be  brought  Is  believed  to  be  good.  If  appeals 
npon  these  motions  are  to  be  iiermltted,  the  prosecution  thereof  must  be  inter 
partes  to  save  the  whole  proceedings  u|ion  the  motion  from  becoming  farcical. 
The  rules  at  prexeut  do  provide  for  iippeals,  and  it  la  not  deemed  expedient  to 
change  them  in  this  respect  ot  the  present  time. 

We  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  provisions  relating  to  ex  parte 
applications  do  not  apply  to  inler  partes  actions,  and  that,  when  the 
appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Primary  Examiner  was  abandoned, 
his  decii^ion  became  final  and  binding  upon  the  parties. 

But,  it  is  insisted,  that  mandamus  is  not  the  proper  remedy.  'WTien 
the  decision  of  the  Primary  Examiner  that  Thomson  and  Lemp  had 
no  right  to  make  the  claims  in  issue  became  final  and  res  adjudicata, 
those  parties  were  eliminated  from  the  case,  and  appellant  was 
entitled  to  go  hence  in  the  full  and  uninterntpted  enjoyment  of  the 
patent.  Under  the  statute  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commissioner 
attaches  when  he  directs  the  declaration  of  an  interference,  and  he 
still  retains  jurisdiction  to  award  priority  to  the  successful  party 
after  his  adversary  has  been  eliminated.  It  would  indeed  be  an 
anomalous  situation,  if  his  determination  that  one  party  to  an  in- 
terference has  no  right  to  make  the  claims  in  issue,  and,  therefore, 
is  not  entitled  to  a  judgment  of  priority,  operates  to  deprive  him  of 
jurisdiction  to  award  priority  to  the  other  party  who  has  the  right 
to  make  the  claims  in  issue  and  who  is  entitled  to  an  award  of  prior- 
ity.  The  remedy  of  the  defeated  party  is  by  way  of  appeal.  He  has 
no  right  whatever  thereafter  to  prosecute  the  claims  of  the  issue  in 
an  ex  parte  case.  It  follows,  therefore,  that  when  Thomson  and 
Lemp  abandoned  their  appeals  from  the  decision  of  the  Primary 
Examiner  denying  their  right  to  make  the  claims  in  issue,  that  de- 
cision became  final  and  i-es  adjudirata  as  between  the  parties  to  the 
interference,  and  that  thereafter  the  Commissioner  was  without 
authority  to  direct  the  Primary  Examiner  to  readjudicate  in  Thom- 
son's and  Lemp's  e£-  parte  applications,  the  question  whether  they 
had  the  right  to  make  the  identical  claims  of  the  issue  in  the  inter- 
ference proceeding.  If  this  remedy  is  denied  it  appellant  will  be 
again  compelled  to  litigate  with  Thomson  and  Lemp  in  the  Patent 
Office  the  same  question  which  we  have  held  has  already  been  finally 
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determined  in  ite  favor.  Ail  this  will  involTe  expense,  delay,  and  loss. 
The  Commiseioner,  being  without  authority  to  direct  a  readjudica- 
tioQ  of  the  question  involved  in  the  former  intarference,  has  no  dis- 
cretion in  the  premiaeB,  for — 


wbeth^  the  fonner  decision  was  rigbt  or  wrong,  or  wae  ludsced  b;  tbe  want 
of  tbe  particular  evidence  tbat  was  offend  In  the  preaent  case,  la  not  tbe 
questl4»i.  However  that  might  be.  It  wae  flnal  and  put  an  end  to  tbe  litigation 
In  tbe  first  Interferoice.  iBlackforA  v.  Wilder,  C.  D.,  1907,  491;  127  O.  O., 
I2S5;  2S  App.  D.  C,  SSI.) 

It  is  no  answer  to  the  petititm  of  appellant  that  the  Commissioner 
deemed  himself  possessed  of  the  authority  he  exercised,  if  no  discre- 
tion in  the  premises  was  conmiitted  to  him  and  he  was  in  fact  acting 
beyond  his  authority  and  without  warrant  of  law.  (Garfield  v.  U.  S. 
ex  rel.  Frost,  85  W.  L.  R.,  771 ;  30  App.  D.  C  \U.S.ex  ret.  Dcdy,  v. 
Macfarland,  28  App.  D.  C,  552.) 

Seymour  v.  Brodie,  (C.  D.,  1897, 372 ;  79  O.  G.,  509 ;  10  App.  D.  C, 
667,)  confidently  relied  upon  by  appellee  to  defeat  appellant's  right 
to  the  writ,  is  not  in  point.  That  case  Ijke  this  invoh-ed  an  interfer- 
ence between  an  application  and  unexpired  patent,  but  in  that  case 
the  decision  dissolving  the  interference  had  been  acquiesced  in  by 
the  jnnicH'  party,  leaving  the  senior  party  in  full  possessitm  and  en- 
joyment of  his  patent.  This  court  very  naturally  held  that  the  pat- 
entee was  not  entitled  to  a  writ  of  mandamas  to  compel  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Patents  to  reinstate  the  interference  proceeding  because 
he  had  suffered  no  legal  injury  whatever  and  because  he  remained 
**  in  full  possession  of  all  his  legal  rights  to  the  same  extent  as  before 
he  was  summoned  to  defend  those  rights." 

In  the  instant  case  a  second  attack  not  authorized  by  law  has  been 
instituted  against  appellant's  patent,  and  necessarily  has  impaired 
that  patent.  Tliere  being  no  other  adequate  and  speedy  remedy,  we 
think  appellant  entitled  to  the  relief  sought. 

The  judgment  of  the  cmtrt  below  muH  be  reversed  with  costs,  and 
the  emtse  remanded  to  that  court  viith  directions  to  issue  th*  writ  as 
prayed. 

IConrt  of  Appeals  of  tiM  DiHtrlft  ot  Colamla.] 
Bbaunstein  V.  Holmes. 

iSt  O.  O.,  1W7;  SO  App.  D.  C  338. 
1.  lirwjtfnuLiroB — Bmplotkb  akd  BvnxffKB — PaiircirAi,  Ain>  AflstvrAHT. 

It  la  wHl  settled  that  ta  the  rdntlon  of  employer  and  employee,  wlwre 
the  emplDjer  concelvad  tbe  pri&eliple  w  plan  ol  an  IvTcndon  aad  tbe 
emplorae  Is  directed  to  perfect  tbe  deUlle,  tboncb  the  employee  may  make 
valuable  Improvemeata  thereon,  tbe  Improved  result  belongs  to  tbe  employer. 
The  same  rule  of  law  applies  to  principal  and  asalstant,  tbongb  they  may  be 
fellow  employees. 
68026— H.  Doc.  1S49,  W-2 2S 
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2.  Saub — Same— Same— PMBrMPnoM. 

B.  was  assigned  to  aeslftt  H.  In  making  in veetl gallon  and  actually  dtd  tlie 
work  wblch  resulted  In  reducing  the  Invention  to  practice.  Held  that  the 
presumption  Is  that  what  he  accompllBhed  was  done  under  H.'s  direction, 
and  the  burden  le  on  him  to  overcome  that  presumption. 

Mr.  C  H.  Howson  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  G.  J.  Harding  for  the  appellee. 

Van  Oesdel,  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
in  an  interference  proceeding.  (G  D.,  1907,  303;  130  O.  G.,  2371.) 
The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  affirmed  a  decision  of  the  Board  of 
Examiners-in-Chief,  which,  in  turn,  affirmed  a  decision  by  the  Exam- 
iner of  Interferences,  awarding  judgment  of  priority  to  the  appellee. 

On  July  21, 1904,  the  appellee,  Fletcher  B.  Hobnes,  filed  his  appli- 
cation, No.  217,503,  for  a  patent  on  an  invention  relating  to  the  manu- 
facture of  commercial  explosives  from  nitro-starch.  The  particular 
issue  in  interference  relates  to  an  explosive  consisting  of  a  mixture 
of  nitro-starch  and  ammonium  oxalate.  In  his  preliminary  state- 
ment, Holmes  fixed  July  1, 1903,  as  the  date  of  his  conception  and  dis- 
closure of  the  invention  in  question,  and  September  1,  1903,  as  the 
date  of  reduction  of  the  invention  to  practice.  Braunstein  filed  his 
application,  No.  223,503,  for  the  same  invention  September  7,  1904. 
In  his  preliminary  statement,  June,  1903,  is  fixed  as  the  date  of  his 
conception  of  the  invention ;  June  or  July,  1903,  as  the  date  of  dis- 
closure; and  July,  1903,  as  the  date  of  reduction  of  the  invention  to 
actual  practice. 

Holmes  is  the  senior  party,  and  Braunstein  the  junior  party.  The 
issue  before  us  is  to  determine  which  of  the  parties  to  this  controversy 
is  the  inventor.  Both  were  employed  during  the  summer  of  1903  as 
chemists  in  the  Eastern  Laboratory,  a  department  of  the  high-explo- 
sive division  of  the  Dupont  Powder  Company.  This  laboratory  was 
established  in  1902  for  original  experimental  work  in  the  production 
of  explosives.  It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  Holmes,  shortly 
after  he  was  employed  in  the  Eastern  Laboratory,  was  assigned  to 
make  experiments  in  the  stabilizing  of  nitro-starch.  This  assignment 
was  made  in  June,  1903.  Quoting  from  the  evidence  of  Holmes, 
which  is  not  denied — 

It  bad  been  known  for  some  time  that  nitro  starch  was  a  powerfnl  ezptoslTe, 
but  It  was  as  well  known  that  nitro-starcb  was  exceedingly  unstable  and  liable 
to  spontaneous  decomposition.  The  problem  set  before  me  was  that  of  dis- 
covering some  method  by  which  altro-starch  could  be  made  stable. 

This  defines  the  class  of  work  to  which  Holmes  was  assigned. 

Braunstein's  employment  in  the  Eastern  Laboratory  dated  from 
October  1, 1902,  and  consisted  of  miscellaneous  laboratory  work  until 
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about  August  16,  1903.  It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  Holmes  that 
the  evidence  establishes,  not  only  the  assignment  of  Holmes  to  work 
on  the  nitro-starch  problem,  but  that  prior  to  September  1,  1903,  he 
had  formulated  the  plan  of  investigation  which  led  to  the  invention 
in  question ;  that  about  the  middle  of  August  the  investigation  had 
reached  a  point  where  the  detail  work  became  so  great  that  it  was 
necessary  for  Holmes  to  have  an  assistant;  and  that  Braunstein  was 
selected  from  the  laboratory  force  and  assigned  to  assist  him. 

It  is  contended  by  Braunstein  that  he  had  been  working  upon  the 
problem  of  stabilizing  nitro-starch  for  some  months  prior  to  the  date 
of  his  assignment  to  assist  Holmes,  and  that^  during  the  time  that 
be  was  working  with  Holmes,  he  revealed  to  him  the  results  of  his 
investigation,  which  finally  culminated  in  the  discovery  here  sought 
to  be  patented.  The  evidence,  we  think,  clearly  discloses,  and,  in 
fact,  it  was  admitted  at  bar,  that  the  work  of  reducing  the  invention 
to  practice  was  performed  by  Braunstein.  The  question  at  issue, 
which  must  be  ascertained  from  an  examination  of  the  evidence  alone, 
is  whether  the  means  which  brought  about  the  results,  which  are  the 
basis  of  the  claims  of  the  contesting  parties  for  patent,  originated 
in  the  experiments  of  Braunstein,  or  were  discovered  by  Holmes,  and 
only  put  into  operation  by  Brauns-tein  under  Holmes's  direction. 

That  Braunstein  was  assigned  to  assist  Holmes  in  making  his 
investigations  is  established  by  the  evidence  of  no  less  than  six  wit- 
nesses. All  these  witnesses  were  fellow  employees,  and  the  motives 
that  might  affect  their  credibility  should  be  considered,  but,  consider- 
ing all  the  testimony,  nothing  appears  that  would  justify  us  in  dis- 
crediting it.  The  evidence,  we  think,  therefore  clearly  establishes 
the  relation  of  principal  and  assistant.  It  is  well  settled  that  in  the 
relation  of  employer  and  employee,  where  the  employer  conceived 
the  principle  or  plan  of  an  invention,  and  the  employee  is  directed 
to  perfect  the  details,  though  the  employee  may  make  valuable  im- 
provements therein,  the  improved  results  belongs  to  the  employer. 
The  same  rule  of  law,  we  think,  applies  to  principal  and  assistant, 
though  they  may  be  fellow  employees.  This  principle  of  law  is  one 
generally  recognized  by  the  courts.  In  Affawam  Co,  v.  Jordan^  (7 
Wall.,  583,)  the  Court  said: 

Wbere  a  pereoo  has  dlBCOvered  an  important  principle  in  a  macblne,  mann- 
tactare,  or  compoBltlon  of  matter,  and  employe  other  persona  to  assiBt  him  In 
carryinK  out  that  principle,  and  they,  in  the  courw  of  experiments  arlstnR  from 
tliat  employment,  make  valnable  discoveries  ancillary  to  the  plan  and  precon- 
ceived design  of  tbe  employer,  such  sugKested  improvements  are  In  general  to 
be  regarded  as  the  property  of  the  party  who  discovered  tbe  original  Improved 
principle,  and  may  be  embodied  In  his  patent  as  a  mrt  of  his  invention.  •  •  ■ 
Common  Justice  would  forbid  that  any  partial  aid  rendered  under  such  cir- 
cumstances,  during  the  pn^^esa  of  experfments  In  perffvting  the  improvement, 
should  Kwhle  the  person  renderli^  the  aid  to  appropriate  to  himself  tbe  entire 
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result  of  the  Ingenultr  aod  toll  of  tbe  originator,  or  pot  It  tn  tbe  poww  tit  attg 
subaequent  infringer  to  clefeat  the  patent  under  tbe  pk*  tbat  tlie  tuTWitlaii 
was  made  by  tbe  aaslatant  andnot  by  tbe  originator  of  tbe  plan. 

This  Court,  in  the  ctae  of  Robinson  v.  McCormick,  (C.  D.,  1907, 
574;  128  O.  G.,  3269;  29  App.  D.  d,  98,)  in  referring  to  this  rule, 
said: 

Tbe  reatwa  fbr  this  rale  le  obTlona.  TuTentors  are  often  compiled  to  bare 
their  coDceptions  embodied  In  constmctlan  by  skilled  mechanics  or  maaalk^ 
turera,  wboae  practical  knowledge  often  enables  tbeni  to  sogfest  snd  make 
valuable  improvements  Id  slmpll^lng  and  perfecting  machines  or  derlcea. 
These  are  tblngs  they  are  employed  and  paid  to  do.  The  inventor  Is  entitled 
to  protection  from  their  efforts  to  claim  his  invention. 

Braunstein,  being  the  assistant  and  the  junior  applicant, the  burden 
is  placed  upon  him  of  establishing  the  fact  that  he  possessed  a 
knowledge  of  this  inveDtion  independent  of  any  suggestion  he  may 
have  received  from  Holmes  after  he  was  assigned  to  assist  him. 
His  own  testimony  is  the  only  positive  evidence  offered  to  establifih 
this  very  important  point,  upon  which  the  rights  of  the  parties  to 
this  action  depend.  Braunstein  called  two  witnesses,  (Heard  and 
Souder,)  to  establish  his  disclosure  of  the  invention  prior  to  his 
assignment  to  assist  Holmes.  Quoting  from  the  opinion  of  the 
Board  of  Examiners — 

Neither  witness  refers  to  ammonium  oxalate.  Heard  testifies  that  about  tbe 
first  of  May,  1003,  Braunstein  spoke  to  bim  about  a  stable  nltro-starcb  powder, 
and  that  some  time  later,  at  a  time  which  he  does  not  remember,  Braunstein 
spoke  to  blm  concerning  the  nltro-stiircb  problem,  and  stated  that  he  had  tried 
ammonium  carbonate  as  a  stablllEing  agent.  There  is  no  disclosure  of  the 
Idea  of  using  smmonlvm  oxalate  specifically  and  tbe  date  of  tbe  disckmnre, 
such  as  It  was,  Is  uncertain.  The  disclosure  to  Souder  amounts  to  notblnf 
more  than  a  statement  by  Braunstein  to  Souder  tbat  Braunstein  was  working 
on  a  process  of  mnking  nltro-starcb  stable.  Braunstein  also  atiites  that  Id 
June  or  July,  secretly,  without  dlsclosuro  to  any  one,  be  made  some  experiments 
which  emttody  this  Invention. 


Aft«r  a  careful  examination  of  the  testimony  of  these  witnesses, 
we  have  no  reason  to  question  the  correctness  of  the  conclusions  of 
the  Board  of  Examiners. 

Thus  it  will  be  observed  that  on  this  crucial  point,  Braunstein 
stands  uncorroborated.  Aside  from  his  own  evidence,  he  is  not 
shown  to  have  had  any  conception  of  the  invention  at  the  time  he  came 
to  the  assistance  of  Holmes.  Braunstein  claims  that  he  disclosed  the 
invention  to  Holmes  after  he  came  to  his  assistance,  but  four  wit- 
nesses, whose  relations  to  the  work  being  accomplished  in  the  lab- 
oratory placed  them  in  a  position  to  know  what  Holmes  was  doing, 
testify  that  the  plan  of  testing  tbe  ammonium  compounds  as  stabiliz- 
ing agents  had  been  conceived  by  Holmes  prior  to  the  time  of  Bratin- 
stein's  assignment  as  his  assistant. 
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The  contention  is  here  made  on  behalf  of  Braunstein  that,  inas- 
wacb  as  it  is  conceded  that  he  did  the  work  which  resulted  in  reduc- 
ing the  inventicm  to  practice,  the  burden  is  upon  Holmes  to  prove 
that  he  suggested  to  Braunstein  the  means  by  which  the  result  could 
be  attained.  We  think  that  the  evidence  discloses  that  Holmes  was 
assigned  to  make  the  investigation  that  resulted  in  the  invention, 
and,  when  he  had  proceeded  to  a  point  where  he  had  made  important 
discoveries  along  the  line  that  ultimately  led  to  the  invention,  Braun- 
stein was  assigned  to  assist  him  in  carrying  on  the  work.  With 
Braunstein  occupying  the  position  of  assistant  to  Holmes,  the  burden 
is  upon  him  to  overcome  the  presumption  that  what  he  accomplished 
was  done  under  the  direction  of  Holmes.  Holmes  being  the  first  in 
point  of  time  to  file  his  application  f<«-  patent,  and  thereby  assert  his 
light  to  the  invention  here  in  controverey,  the  burden  rests  with 
Bittunstein,  as  junior  applicant,  to  establish  his  earlier  conception  of 
the  invention  and  his  right  to  a  patent  thereon.  It  was  the  opinion 
of  the  three  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  that  appellant  had  wholly 
failed  to  discharge  that  burden.  After  a  careful  analysis  of  the 
evidence,  we  agree  with  that  conclusion.  We  are  of  the  opini(»i  that 
the  evidence  clearly  discloses  that  the  invention  in  question  was 
cooceived  by  Holmes  and  reduced  to  practical  operation  by  Braun- 
stein while  working  imder  the  direction  of  Holmes. 

The  dedsion  of  the  Commiasioner  of  Patents  is  a^naed,  aiul  the 
fAerk  is  directed  to  certify  the  proceedings  as  regvired  by  law. 


(Court  or  AppMli  at  the  Dtatrict  of  rolumbla.l 

In  re  Lacboix. 

Decided  ^'rhrvarv  i.  lltOH. 

133  O.  «..  2181 ;  30  API).  D.  C,  299. 

1.  RuaauE  Aptucatioh— ^atentabilitt  or  Claims  CABCCLm  raov  OnaiwAL. 

Ttae  deliberate  cancelatloD  of  claima  from  ao  applicatlan  in  reaponae  to 
an  official  objection  precludes  the  aMcrtton  ot  nich  claltna  in  an  application 
lor  tte  reiaaoe  ot  «  patent  cranted  thereon  notwltAatandtnK  the  fact  tiiat 
applicant  liad  asotlur  appUcatloo  pending  in  which  ancb  clalnix  could  hare 
keen  siade  wblcb  had  not  matiired  Into  a  patent  when  the  application  for 
relsaue  was  died. 

2.  Sakb— New  Mattes. 

Id  an  application  for  the  reissue  of  a  patent  for  a  ctgar-bnnch-abaplng 
machine  disclosing  no  means  for  transportinK  the  bunch  arfter  It  is  formed 
except  the  hand  of  tbe  operator  claims  cannot  properly  be  allowed  which 
tnclnde  as  an  element  means  for  "transferring"  or  "transporting"  the 
bnncbee. 

.,, Google 
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3.  Baue — S&HE— Chaihoes  Auaied  to  be  Immatebial. 

Claims  wil)  sot  be  allowed  la  a  reissue  appllcatlou  wblcb  are  not  clearl; 
readable  npon  tbe  disclosure  of  tbe  patent,  and  tbe  contention  tbat  tbey 
cover  an  "adaptation  of  meaue"  involTlng  "Immaterial  cbanges"  la  of  no 
avail  wbere  tbe  patent  does  not  disclose  tbe  nature  of  tbe  cbanges  or  bow 
tbe  adaptation  can  be  accompllsbed. 

Mr.  James  L.  NorrU,  Jr.,  and  Mr.  W.  G.  Henderson  for  the  ap- 
pellant. 

Mr.  Fairfax  Bayard  and  Mr.  W.  S.  Ruckman  for  the  Commissioner 
of  Patents. 

Van  Obsdel,  J.: 

The  appellant,  Joseph  D.  Lacroix,  obtained  Letters  Patent,  dated 
January  3,  1905,  No.  779,368,  on  a  cigar-bunch-shaping  machine, 
application  for  which  was  filed  December  11,  1901.  During  the 
pendency  of  this  application,  and  before  the  issuance  of  Letters  Pat- 
ent, appellant,  on  October  10,  1902,  filed  in  the  Patent  Office  another 
application  Serial  No.  126,739.  This  application  is  still  pending, 
and  at  present  is  involved  in  interference  with  two  applications  of 
one  Oluf  Tyberg,  No.  63,211,  filed  March  28,  1901,  and  No.  123,979, 
filed  September  19, 1902.  It  will  be  observed  that  both  of  the  Tyberg 
applications  antedate,  in  point  of  filing,  the  Lacroix  application  No. 
126,739.  On  January  7,  1906,  Lacroix  filed  an  application  for  r^s- 
sue  of  Letters  Patent  on  the  machine  on  which  Letters  Patent  had 
been  issued,  claiming  the  right  to  have  the  application  for  reissue, 
when  allowed,  relate  back  to  the  date  of  the  original  application, 
December  11,  1901.  In  this  application  for  reissue,  the  first  twenty- 
two  claims  are  copies  of  the  twenty-two  claims  of  the  application 
which  ripened  into  the  original  patent.  On  July  7,  1906,  the  Com- 
missioner of  Patents  finally  refused,  among  others,  claims  23,  24,  25, 
26,  27,  34,  33,  37  and  38,  of  the  application  for  reissue.  These  are 
the  claims  involved  in  this  appeal,  and  are  as  follows: 

23.  In  a  dgar-macbine  of  the  clasa  set  fortb,  tbe  combination  of  means  for 
supporting  a  pinrallt;  of  buncbee,  and  means  for  removing  and  transferring  tbe 
buncbes  to  a  distance  from  the  supporting  means. 

24.  In  a  cigar-macblne  of  tbe  class  set  fortb,  tbe  combination  of  means  for 
automatically  di^xwing  a  buacb  lu  a  mold  and  for  supporting  tbe  latter,  and 
means  for  lifting  tbe  buncb  from  tbe  mold  and  transferring  it  a  distance  from 
said  mold. 

25.  Tbe  combination  witb  a  buncb-support  operating  to  sustain  a  plurality 
of  bunches,  of  a  lifting  device  locludlng  means  for  engaging  tbe  bunches,  and 
devices  for  operating  tbe  lifting  device  to  remove  tbe  bunches  and  transport 
them  from  the  support. 

26.  The  combination  witb  means  for  supporting  a  mold  having  a  pluralltj 
of  bunch-receptacles,  of  means  for  removing  the  bunches  from  said  receptacles 
and  transporting  them  from  tbe  mold. 
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27.  Tbe  combination  with  a  buncb-eupport,  of  bunch- removing  means,  said 
means  Including  a  buncb-tmpallDg  device,  and  means  for  operating  said  bnnch- 
removlng  means  to  transport  tbe  bancb  from  the  support. 

34.  A  buncb-sbaping  machine,  provided  witb  a  bunch- removing  device  having 
swinging  and  rocking  anuH  provided  with  pine  adjustable  tranaverself  in  the 
arms,  as  Bet  forth. 

35.  A  bnncb-shaplng  machine  haviug  a  carrier  provided  witb  cupa  for  con- 
taining bunches,  and  a  bunch-removing  device  fur  removing  the  bunchea  from 
said  carrier,  wild  removing  device  comprielng  arms  mounted  to  awing  up  and 
down  and  to  slide  toward  and  from  each  other,  and  pins  carried  by  said  arms 
for  eugaglog  a  bunch  at  tbe  ends,  tbe  iilna  projecting  Into  the  bunch,  as  set  fortb. 

37.  The  combination  with  a  bunch-support  operating  to  snstaln  a  plurality 
of  bunches,  of  mecbanism  for  simuitaneouBiy  removing  the  bunches  from  and 
transporting  them  from  tbe  support 

3s.  The  combination  with  a  bunch-support  operating  to  sustain  a  plurality  of 
bunches,  of  a  lifting  device  Including  means  for  engaging  each  bunch,  and 
devices  for  operating  the  lifting  device  to  remove  tbe  bunches,  and  transport 
them  from  the  support 

It  appears  that  the  reissue  was  refused  by  the  Commissioner  be- 
cause the  aforesaid  claims  cannot  be  read  upon  the  original  disclosure, 
except  fay  strained,  unnatural  and  improper  interpretation  of  their 
terms.    Quoting  from  the  opinion  of  tbe  Examiner, 

Tbe  Patent  No.  77&,368,  of  January  3,  1906.  granted  in  an  application  filed 
E>ecember  11,  1901,  which  applicant  now  desires  to  reissue,  contains,  broadly 
stated,  the  following  coactlng  elements: — 

A  circular  shaper  or  mold  having  a  series  of  cupa  on  its  periphery,  designed 
to  receive  cigar-bunches,  and  provided  with  movable  covers,  the  whole  revolv- 
ing In  a  closed,  heated  compartment. 

A  feed-carriage  wblch  taltea  a  cigar-bunch  placed  therein,  and.  through  coact- 
lng mechanism,  deposits  it  in  an  uncovered  cup. 

Bunch-trimming  mechanism. 

Cover  lifting  and  transferring  mechanism. 

A  bunch-removing  device,  consisting  of  oppositely-curved  arms  having  opposed 
impaiing-plns  at  their  ends  constructed  to  move  inwardly  nnd  i>enetrate  the 
ends  of  an  uncovered  cigar-bunch,  and  lift  it  a  short  distance  from  the  circular 
mold.  In  wblch  positlMi  It  can  be  "taken  hold  of  by  tbe  operator  or  carried 
off  by  suitable  mechanism."  *  *  *  At  the  time  this  patent  was  issued  there 
was  pending  In  the  Ofllce  another  application.  Serial  No.  120.739.  Qled  by  appli- 
cant October  10,  1902,  showing  and  claiming  a  device  wbicb  removes  bunches 
separately  from  a  series  of  cups  mounted  on  a  flexible  carrier,  and  which  trans- 
fers them  to  a  wrapping  mechanism. 

The  distinctive  feature  of  all  the  machines,  involved  in  this  in- 
quiry, is  the  device  for  removing  the  bunches  from  the  molds.  The 
devices  in  the  Lacroix  machines  are  capable  of  removing  but  one 
bunch  at  a  time,  while  the  Tyberg  mechanism  is  so  constructed  that 
all  the  bunches  are  removed  at  one  time,  or  simultaneously,  as  stated 
in  tbe  specification. 

It  is  sought  by  appellant  to  secure  a  reissue  of  his  original  patent 
upon  claims  that  will  not  only  dispose  of  the  interference  between 
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the  duBos  of  his  peoding  appbeation  and  the  TTberg  daims,  but 
will  opnste  to  make  the  daims  in  the  application  tor  reissue  prior  to 
the  claims  set  forth  in  the  Tyberg  applications.  It  appears  that  the 
first  twenty-two  claims  of  the  Lacroix  application  for  reissue  are 
exact  copies  of  the  twenty-two  claims  of  the  original  patent  Quot- 
ing from  the  opinioi  of  the  Exaniiiia-, 

Tbeae  claims  (referring  to  the  twenty-two)  relate  to  specific  novd  teatcrea 
of  tbe  device  embracliig  eapeclall^  the  feed-carriage  mecbanism,  tbe  buacli 
Bbaper  or  carrier,  tbe  coTer-transferrlnx  mecbaDlsm,  and  tbe  buDcb-trinunlag 
devices,  claimed  either  separately,  or  in  combination.  In  claimB  7  aod  U,  tbe 
buncb-reiDOvtDg  device  Is  claimed  broadly  In  combination  wltb  otber  novel 
elements,  but  no  claim  appears  in  tbe  patent,  eltber  broadly  or  speclflcally, 
covering  tbe  buDcb-ranoving  mecbanism  as  a  separate  feature,  nor  Is  It  aoy- 
wbere  in  tbe  qieclflcatlon  or  claims  of  tbe  patent  referred  to  as  a  bunch-tnuiB- 
ferrlng  or  a  bnncb-transportlng  device. 

This  describes  briefly  the  original  Lacroix  madiine,  and  the  claims 
upon  whidk  Letters  Patent  were  iesued.  It  must  be  remembered  that 
in  this  machine  the  daviee  for  removing  tbe  bunch  has  only  a  perpen- 
dicular and  no  latfiml  motitm.  It  lifts  the  bunch  a  ^ort  diatanoe 
above  the  mold,  where  it  is  claimed  "  it  can  be  taken  hold  of  by  the 
operator,  or  carried  off  by  suitable  mechanism."  This  machine,  for 
which  patent  was  iaaued,  discloses  no  mechanism  of  any  description 
whatever  for  carrying  off  the  bunch.  The  only  means  disclosed  for 
recwving  the  bunch,  when  lifted  from  the  mold,  is  by  the  hand  of 
the  operator.  It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  appellant,  that  the  mere 
adaptation  of  means  for  removing  the  bunch  to  any  desired  distance 
from  the  irold  would  involve  only  immaterial  changes,  but  his  patent 
does  not  disclose  the  nature  of  the  changes,  or  how  the  adaptation 
can  be  accomplished. 

Appellant's  later  application  goes  further  and  discloses  not  only  a 
wrapping  mechanism,  but  a  means  of  transferring  the  bunch  from 
the  mold  to  the  wrapping  device.  In  his  second  application,  it  is  ad- 
mitted that  appellant  has  been  held  to  be  entitled  to  the  claims  here 
under  consideration,  and  they  have  been  included  in  the  interference 
with  Tyberg.  We  think,  therefore,  that  claims  23,  24,  25,  26,  27,  and 
38  were  properly  disallowed  in  the  application  for  reissue,  as  they  are 
embraced  in  appellant's  subsequent  application  now  in  interference 
and  seem  to  be  proper  claims  in  that  application,  inasmuch  as  that 
machine  discloses  a  device  for  removing  and  transferring  the  bunch 
from  the  mold  to  a  mechanism  for  wrapping  the  bunch,  which  oper- 
ates clearly  as  a  transference  of  the  bunch  by  a  mechanical  device 
from  one  part  of  the  machine  to  another  and  depositing  it  in  the 
wrapping  device,  which  is  the  next  succeeding  step  in  the  procese  of 
manufacture.  TTiis  application,  however,  is  now  involved  in  an  inter- 
ference proceeding,  which  is  not  before  ns,  and  as  to  the  righte  of  the 
parties  thereto,  we  are  not  expressing  any  opinion.    In  the  interfer- 
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ence  proceeding,  the  righta  of  the  appellant  can  be  protected,  aa  the 
issue  involved  properly  belongs  to  that  application,  and  not  to  the 
ori^al  application  upon  which  the  Letters  Patent  were  issaed.  We 
can  view  this  application  for  reissue  in  no  otho-  light  than  as  an  at< 
tempt  on  the  part  of  the  appellant,  by  means  of  this  reissue  {ntioeed- 
ing,  to  extract  certain  claims  from  the  pmiding  application  and  so 
-^eave  them  into  his  origiikal  application  aa  to  dispose  of  the  interfer- 
ence, and  possibly  gain  thereby  an  unjust  priority  over  Tyberg.  As 
was  said  in  MOl^r  v.  Bnm  Co.,  (C.  D^  1882,  48;  21  O.  G.,  Sfil;  104 
U.  S.,  360,) 

It  will  not  do  for  the  patoitee  to  wait  aatll  other  inventors  liare  produced 
new  forniB  o(  Uuproveraent,  and  tben,  wttb  the  new  light  thus  acquired,  under 
pretence  of  Inadvertence  and  mistake,  apply  for  sucb  an  entarKemeot  of  bU  claim 
as  to  mahe  It  embrace  these  new  forms.  Such  a  process  of  expaaelon,  carried 
«  kidfAnlte>T.  withoat  regard  to  lapse  of  time,  would  operate  mast  unjustly 
against  tba  iiuUlc,  aad  Is  totally  unautborixed  by  the  law.  Id  soch  a  casei  ev«D 
he  who  has  rights,  and  sleeps  upon  them,  Justly  loses  them. 

Claim  37,  which  relates  to  "  mechanism  for  simnltaneaufily  remov- 
ing the  bunches  from  and  transporting  them  over  the  support "  is  the 
principal  issue  in  the  interference  between  the  seooud  application  of 
Lacroiz  and  the  applications  of  Tyberg.  It  is  not  contended  that 
either  of  the  Lacroix  machines  contains  a  mechanism  or  device  that 
will  lift  or  transfer  from  the  molds  more  than  one  bunch  at  a  single 
movement,  while  the  Tyberg  machine  discloses  a  mechanism  whereby 
the  bunches  from  all  the  molds  are  removed  and  transferred  by  a. 
single  movement  of  the  transporting  device.  It  is  not  apparent  just 
how  this  appellant  can  assert  a  claim  to  a  device  for  simultaneously 
removing  and  transporting  the  bunches,  when  neither  of  his  machines 
is  capable  of  removing  more  than  a  single  bunch  at  a  time,  and  the 
machine  for  which  a  reissue  of  Letters  Patent  is  sought  discloses  only 
a  removing  and  not  a  transporting  device.  On  this  point,  we  agree 
with  the  CommiseicHier  of  Patents,  where,  in  his  opinioD,  he  says : — 

Appellant  states  that  the  means  for  "  removing  "  the  bmicbes  is  found  In  the 
needles  wblcb  penetrate  the  ends  of  the  bunch  while  It  is  In  the  mold  and  that 
the  means  for  "  transferring  "  or  "  transporting  "  the  bunch  from  a  mold  or  sup- 
port Is  found  In  the  ptvoted  arma.  on  the  ends  of  whidi  the  needles  are  moant«d. 
Upon  reading  this  language  la  connection  with  the  construction  to  which  it  re- 
fers, the  conclusion  cannot  be  aroided  that  this  Interpretation  of  the  language 
is  strained,  unnatural,  and  Improper.  The  needles  cannot  properly  be  referred  to 
as  means  for  "  removing,"  because  they,  in  themselves,  cannot  remove  the 
bmcbes  from  the  mdiA.  To  do  this  the  pivoted  arms  on  which  they  are  tBonated 
must  be  removed ;  the  arms  must  be  considered  s  part  of  the  "  removing " 
meana  Nor  can  the  laagnage  be  consid««d  as  properly  nnd  even  If  tlie  arms 
■Dd  needles  together  be  eenaldered  as  the  removing  sad  transferring  means, 
when  It  Is  coniddered  that  the  arms  move  only  throngh  a  small  arc  of  a  circle 
and  do  not  deliver  the  bnnchea  to  any  other  dlseloeed  mechantam,  but  simply 
lift  tb«B  oat  of  the  molds.  If  the  language  used  refers  only  to  the  meebwilBn) 
now  disclosed,  it  Is  objectionable  as  being  inapt  and  misleading,  and  the  clafana 
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Inclndlng  It  abould  not  be  allowed;  If  It  refers  to  any  otber  operation — for  ex- 
ample, that  disclosed  In  appellant's  later  application — It  covers  new  matter 
and  for  this  reason  the  claims  Including  It  should  not  be  allowed. 

Claims  34  and  35  were  first  presented  as  claims  35  and  37  by  the 
appellant  in  the  application  for  the  patent  for  which  he  now  seeks  a 
reissue.  They  were  canceled  from  that  application  in  response  to  an 
official  objection  to  the  same.    Quoting  from  appellant's  brief, 

Applicant  coneedee  that  ordinarily  claims  deliberately  canceled  in  view  of 
references  cited  cannot  be  reinstated  In  an  application  for  reissue,  but  submits 
that,  If  at  the  time  the;  are  canceled,  applicant  has  another  application  pending 
lu  which  the  claims  conld  be  made,  It  la  permissible,  under  a  relBBue  applica- 
tion, to  reinstate  them  In  the  original  caae.  eapeclaiiy  If  the  seomd  filed  or 
copending  application  has  not  eventuated  in  a  grant  of  a  patent  whoi  the  re- 
issue application  Is  filed,  and  the  latter  is  filed  without  unreasonable- delay. 

The  law  is  settled  that  the  deliberate  cancelation  of  claims  from 
an  application  for  patent  precludes  their  assertion  in  a  reissue.  In 
Corbin  Cabinet  Lock  Co.  v.  Eagle  Lock  Co.  (C.  D.,  1898,  612;  65 
O.  a,  1066;  150  U.  S.  38)  it  was  said, 

It  is  also  settled  by  the  aotboritles  that  In  applications  for  reissue  the 
patentee  Is  not  allowed  to  Incorporate  or  secure  claims  covering  or  embracing 
what  had  been  previously  rejected  upon  his  original  application.  (Bitntz  v. 
FranU,  C.  D.,  1882,  300;  21  O.  0..  2037;  1(»  U.  S.,  160;  Heald  v.  Rice,  C  J5., 
1882,  215;  21  O.  G.,  1443;  104  U  8..  737;  Jame»  v.  Campbell,  C.  D.,  1882,  67;  21 
O.  G.,  337 ;  104  C.  S..  356 ;  TopUff  v.  Topliff,  C.  D..  1802,  402 :  69  O.  G.,  1207 ;  145 
U.  B.,  156.) 

In  Dobson  v.  Lees  (C.  D.,  1890,  569;  53  O.  G.,  1740;  137  U.  S., 
258)  the  Court  said, 

A  reissue  Is  an  amendment,  and  cannot  be  allowed  unless  the  imperfections 
lu  the  original  patent  arose  without  fraud  and  from  Inadvertoice,  accident,  or 
mistake.  (Rev,  Stat,,  sec,  4fll6,)  Hence,  the  relaaue  cannot  be  permitted  to 
enlarge  the  claims  of  the  original  patent  by  including  matter  once  intentionally 
omitted.  Acquiescence  In  the  rejection  of  a  claim ;  Its  withdrawal  by  amend- 
ment, either  to  save  the  application,  or  to  escape  an  Interference;  the  accept- 
ance of  a  intent  containing  limitations  Imposed  by  the  Patent  Office,  which 
narrow  the  scope  of  the  invention  as  at  first  described  and  claimed,  are  Instances 
of  such  omission. 

This  principle,  so  frequently  announced  by  the  Supreme  Court, 
was  followed  by  this  court  in  passing  upon  an  appeal  from  the  Patent 
Office  in  the  case  of  Denton,  (C.  D.,  1898,483;  83  O.  G.,  1347;  12  App. 
D.  C,  504,)  where  it  was  said, 

It  may  be  that  It  was  a  mistake  on  the  part  of  the  applicant  to  limit  the  In- 
vention to  tbe  extent  only  of  the  claim  contained  In  the  specification  annexed 
to  the  patent;  but  with  thla  of  course  we  have  nothing  to  do  here.  The  only 
question  for  us  Is  whether  the  claim  now  put  forward  on  bis  behalf  was  so 
far  contained  in  his  original  claims  that  were  abandoned  by  him  as  to  be  Itself 
thereby  necessarily  abandoned ;  and  thla  we  must  answer  In  the  affirmative, 
for  the  abandonment  of  tbe  whole  necessarily  Implies  and  Involves  the  abandon- 
ment of  all  tbe  parts  except  such  as  are  expressly  and  apeclflcally  retained. 
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In  this  case,  unlike  the  case  at  bar,  the  claim  sought  in  the  reissue 
was  not  as  broad  as  the  ori^nal  claim,  but  the  court  held  that  this 
was  of  no  consequence.  Where  the  claim  was  abandoned,  even  though 
through  the  mistake  of  the  applicant,  it  must  be  considered  as  aban- 
doned, and,  as  the  Court  said, 

There  Cfln  be  no  middle  ground.    There  e 
pert  of  what  bad  been  abandoaed  any  mor 

In  this  case,  claims  34  and  35  of  the  reissue  application  are  exactly 
the  same  as  the  original  claims  that  were  abandoned  in  the  former 
application  that  ripened  into  a  patent  In  the  face  of  these  decisions 
and  the  settled  law  on  this  point,  further  discussion  or  consideration 
is  unnecessary. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  affirmed,  and  the 
clerk  will  certify  the  proceedings  of  this  court  as  required  by  law. 
A^rmed. 


[Court  of  Appeals  ot  Ibe  District  of  Columbia.! 

In  be  Wabren. 

Decided  February  i,  1908. 

1S4  O.  O..  2S8;  30  App.  D.  C.  308. 

PatKHTABIUIT^— IltTBKTION — BOX-LINEB. 

A  claim  for  a  removable  box-liner  consistlnK  of  a  a^eet  of  paper  cat  In 
the  Btaape  of  a  croaa,  creased  at  the  Junction  of  the  arms,  and  having  lace- 
work  ornamentation  attached  to  the  arms  )s  lacking  In  patentable  novelty 
In  view  of  the  prior  art,  which  discloses  the  nae  of  nne-plece  remorable 
liners  and  the  use  of  non-removable  llneni  bordered  with  lacework. 

lifr.  W.  A.  Macleod,  Mr.  Henry  Caher,  Mr.  W.  A.  Copeland,  and 
Mr.  George  P.  Dike  for  the  appellant 

Mr.  W.  S.  Ruckman  for  the  Commissioner  of  Patents, 
RoBB,  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  refusal  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
to  issue  Letters  Patent  to  Peter  R.  Warren  upon  an  alleged  paper 
"  liner  "  for  boxes  as  described  in  the  following  counts : 

A  folding,  removable  box-liner,  of  thin  paper,  and  comprising  a  bottom  por- 
tion, the  outlines  of  which  are  defined  by  creases  so  that  said  bottom  portl(»i 
conforms  In  ahape  and  size  to  the  bottom  of  the  box  to  be  lined,  and  side  and 
ekd  flaps  connected  with  said  bottom  portion  at  the  lines  defined  by  said  creases, 
and  which  aide  and  end  flaps  are  of  suitable  shape  and  alze  to  line  the  aides 
and  ends  of  the  box  and  to  fold  down  at  their  ends  or  tops  over  the  top  of 
the  contents  of  the  box  when  the  latter  Is  filled. 

A  folding,  removable  box-liner,  of  thin  paper,  and  comprising  a  bottom  por- 
tion, the  outlines  of  which  are  deflned  by  creases  so  that  ninld  bottom  portion 
coofonns  in  shafie  and  size  tu  the  bottom  of  the  box  to  be  llu^d,  aud  side  and 
end  flaps  connected  with  said  bottom  portion  at  the  lines  deflned  by  said 
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creoeeB,  BBd  which  side  and  end  flaps  are  of  suitable  ehape  and  aU«  to  line 
the  Bides  and  ends  of  the  box  and  to  fold  down  at  their  ends  or  tope  o\&r 
the  top  of  the  contents  of  the  box  when  the  latter  la  filled,  tlie  foldlag-down 
•Dds  or  tops  of  Ae  said  side  flaps  eoBststlng  of  lacework  material. 

A  folding,  lenwvable  box-liner,  of  thla  paper,  and  comprising  a  bottom  por- 
tion, the  outlines  of  which  are  defined  b;  creases  so  that  said  bottom  pcstbm 
conforms  In  shape  and  size  to  the  bottom  of  the  box  to  be  lined,  aod  side  and 
end  flaps  connected  with  said  bottom  portion  at  the  lines  defined  by  aald  creases, 
and  which  side  and  end  flaps  are,  of  suitable  shape  and  size  to  Une  the  aides 
and  ends  of  the  box  and  to  Add  down  at  their  ends  or  tops  over  the  top  of  the 
contents  of  the  box  wbeo  the  latter  la  filled,  the  firiding-down  ende  or  lopa  ot 
the  said  side  and  end  flaps  consistlnK  of  laceworb  materiaL 

Count  1  was  abandoned  in  the  argument  at  bar.  The  application 
was  rejected  because  in  the  opinions  of  the  tribunals  of  tlie  Patent 
Office  the  liner  does  not  involve  p«teatable  novelty  in  view  of  the 
prior  art  as  disclosed  by  the  following  references:  Backas,  May 
29,  1877,  No.  191,276;  White,  May  29,  1888,  No.  383,606;  Stout, 
Feb.  5,  1889,  No.  397,446;  Dumas,  Jan.  26,  1892,  No.  467,858;  White, 
Aug.  7,  1894,  Na  524,231;  Beers,  Jan.  29,  1901,  No.  667,112;  British 
Patent  No.  21,166,  of  1897,  Wilson. 

The  alleged  invention,  as  may  be  gathered  from  an  examination 
of  the  above  counts,  consists  of  a  sheet  of  paper  cut  in  the  shape  of 
a  cross  and  creased  at  the  junction  of  the  arms,  said  arms  having 
attached  thereto  lacework  ornamentation.  TtuB  liner  is  folded  and 
ready  for  use,  and  may  be  placed  in  the  bottom  of  a  folding  box 
when  the  box  is  in  a  flat  or  knocked-down  condition.  The  folds 
corresponding  to'the  sides  of  the  box,  it  is  only  necessary  to  open 
the  liner  when  it  is  desired  to  use  it. 

Counsel  for  appellant,  in  his  brief,  contenda  tliat — 

Warr«i'8  invention  la  to  be  found  Id  his  idea  of  attaching  the  lacework 
ornamentation  to  the  liner.  Instead  of  to  the  box,  and  folding  the  parts  so  that 
the  laceworii  Is  protected. 

The  patent  to  White  of  August  7,  1894,  No.  524,231,  disclosee  a 
liner  for  boxes.  This  liner  is  also  made  of  a  single  piece  of  paper, 
but  is  made  for  a  box  which  tapers  inwardly  from  top  to  bottom, 
or,  in  other  woi^s,  which  flares  at  the  top.  Owing  to  this  fact,  the 
liner  has  to  be  cut  more  in  the  shape  of  a  Maltese  than  a  Qreek  cross. 
In  his  specifications  White  says: 

It  consists  In  providing  a  packing-box  with  a  llnloK  consisting  of  a  single 
piece  of  parchment-paper  which  Is  of  such  conflguratlon  that  It  will  provide 
a  complete  envelop  or  internment  for  the  article  placed  In  the  box,  a  double 
thirtmess  of  paper  being  provided  where  there  are  Joints.  *  *  '  In  use  the 
lining  is  placed  in  the  box  bo  that  the  flared  portions  on  the  ends  and  sMes 
of  the  same  will  overlap  ttie  Joints  thus  providing  at  the  comers  of  the  box  a 
double  thickness  of  the  lining,  the  butler  may  t>e  then  placed  in  the  box  and 
the  upper  part  of  the  same  covered  hy  the  extensions  of  the  end  and  side  por- 
tions of  the  lining.  The  overlapping  portions  of  the  lining  thoroughly  prevent 
ttie  bntter  coming  in  contact  with  the  wood  at  the  comers  of  the  box. 
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Aside  from  the  lacework  ornamentation,  there  is  no  difference 
between  White's  liner  and  appeUant^  except  that  White  has  pro- 
vided overlapping  joints.  In  a  butter-box  these  were  neoesBary, 
while  in  a  candy-Twx  they  would  not  be.  To  be  sure,  it  does  not  ap- 
pear that  White's  liner  is  creased,  but  it  does  appear  that  it  is  marked 
by  dotted  lines  so  that,  when  the  liner  is  placed  in  the  box,  the  f(Ads 
or  bends  in  the  paper  come  on  the  dotted  lines. 

There  is  nothing  new  in  the  idea  of  providing  laoeworlf  onumenta- 
tton  as  that  idea  is  fully  disclosed  in  the  White  patent  of  May  29, 
1888,  No.  883,606,  and  in  the  patent  to  Stout  a  year  later.  Count  3 
in  Stout's  application  is  for — 

a  liner  for  boxes  in  one  piece,  havinK  a  central  opening  bordered  wltb  lacework, 
sabstantlallr  as  described. 

In  this  patent,  however,  the  lacework  is  attached  to  the  sides  of  the 
box,  the  liner  not  being  a  removable  one. 

By  consulting  the  specifications  and  drawings  in  the  cited  refer- 
encm,  and  having  in  mind  the  use  to  which  the  new  liner  was  to  be 
put,  any  one  possessing  any  skill  would  have  no  diflicalty  in  producing 
the  liner  for  which  a  patent  is  claimed.  The  White  patent  of  1894 
fully  discloses  the  idea  of  a  one-piece  liner,  while  the  White  patent 
of  1888  and  the  Stout  patent  of  the  following  year  fully  disclose  the 
idea  of  lacework  omameatation.  We  see  no  merit  in  the  contrition 
of  appelant  that  his  liner  is  so  folded  as  to  protect  the  omamentati«i. 
Obviously  such  protection  cannot  result  when  the  omamentatioo  is 
attached  to  more  than  two  sides  of  the  liner,  since  protection  is  se- 
cured by  resorting  to  the  obvious  expedient  of  first  feeding  the  sides 
containing  the  lacework  and  folding  thereon  the  other  two  adea. 

The  deoUioH  of  the'  Committion^r  woe  right,  and  is,  ther$forey 
a0irmed.  The  clerk  of  the  court  ■wtU  certify  thit  opinion  and  the  pro- 
ceediings  m  this  court  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  according 
to  law. 


tCouH  of  Appeals  of  Ibe  lilslrli-l  of  Columbia.] 

De  Fekhanti  y.  Lindhabk. 

Decided  Fchrvarji  II,  1008. 

134  O.  G.,  SIK;  SO  App.  D.  C,  4IT. 

.  Pateitt — Vesivd  Rights. 

A  patent  conBtltntn  a  contract,  bnt  no  Tented  rlgtat  of  wiilcb  the  appli- 
cant tor  potent  cannot  be  deprived  is  acqnlred  nnder  the  prellmtaftrT  pr»- 
ceedlngR  leading  to  Its  issnance,  and  a  etatnte  passed  white  an  appllcatioD 
Is  pending  will  appi;  to  snch  n  case  as  well  as  to  cases  died  after  Its  pass- 
age unless  it  especially  iirovides  (or  the  protectioB  of  poidlng  cases.    . 
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2,  Sake — Iitadvebtenti.t-Graiited  Patert — Riobt  of  Faient^ 

A  patentee  whose  patent  IsBues  while  the  application  of  another  party 
for  the  same  Invention  le  pending  In  the  Patent  Ofllce  acquires  as  asainst 
that  other  party  no  rights  by  the  IssQance  of  the  patent 
H.  Sbctton  4SS7,  Revised  Stattttes,  CoKBTRt7Bi>. 

The  second  clause  of  section  4887,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amnded  March  8. 
1903,  construed  and  Held  not  to  be  retroactive  and  not  to  applyto  applica- 
tions pending  at  the  time  of  Its  passage. 
4.  Saub— FoBBiON  Application, 

Under  the  provlBloos  of  this  section  an  applicant  who  filed  an  appllcatloD 
In  this  country  after  the  passage  of  the  act  Is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a 
foreign  application  for  the  same  Inrentlon  filed  less  than  twelTe  months 
prior  to  the  domestic  application,  although  such  foreign  application  was 
filed  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act. 

Mr.  MeloUle  Church  and  Mr.  J.  M.  Spear  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  Ernest  WUkittson  and  Mr.  S.  T.  Fisher  for  the  appellee. 

Van  Obsdel,  /..■ 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Commisioner  of  Patents 
awarding  priority  of  invention  to  appellee  on  a  motion  for  judgment 
on  the  record.  (C.  D.,  1907,  203;  129  O.  G.,  1610.)  It  appears  that 
both  parties  to  this  controversy  are  foreign  inventors.  No  evidence 
was  taken  in  the  Patent  Office.  Both  parties  rely  on  their  respective 
dates  of  filing  their  applications,  either  here  or  abroad.  Both  parties 
are  claiming  the  right  to  a  patent  for  the  same  iDvention,  which 
relates  to  certain  improvements  in  steam-turbines.  The  appellant, 
De  Ferranti,  tiled  his  application  for  patent  on  the  invention  in 
controversy  in  Great  Britain  November  11,  1902,  and  in  the  United 
States  on  October  31,  1S03.  The  appellee,  Lindmark,  filed  his  appli- 
cation for  a  patent  in  Sweden  June  18, 1902,  and  in  the  United  States 
on  January  16,  1903.  It  will  be  observed  that  Lindmark's  foreign 
application  antedates  De  Ferranti's  foreign  application,  and  his 
application  in  the  United  States  also  antedates  De  Ferranti's  appli- 
cation in  the  United  States,  but  it  will  also  be  noted  that  the  De 
Ferranti  application  abroad  antedates  the  filing  of  Lindmark's  appli- 
cation in  the  United  States. 

The  only  issue  before  us  is  the  construction  to  be  placed  upon  the 
act  of  Congress  of  March  3, 1903,  amending  the  act  of  March  3,  1897, 
which  amended  section  4887  of  the  Revised  St-atutes.  The  act  of  1897 
was  passed  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  International 
Convention,  and  provided : 

No  person  otherwise  entitled  thereto  shall  l>e  debarred  from  receiving  a 
patent  for  his  invention  or  discovery,  nor  shall  any  patent  be  declared  Invalid 
by  reason  of  Its  having  been  first  patented  or  caused  to  be  patwted  by  the  In- 
ventor or  his  legal  representatives  or  assigns  In  a  foreign  country,  unless  the 
application  for  snld  foreign  pat^it  was  filed  more  than  sevoi  months  prior 
to  the  filing  of  the  appHcatltm  in  this  country,  in  which  case  no  patent  shall 
be  granted  in  this  eonntry. 
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Congress,  by  the  act  of  March  3, 1908,  amended  this  statute  to  read 
OS  follows: 

No  person  otherwise  entitled  thereto  shall  be  debarred  from  receiving  a 
patoit  for  his  Inrentiou  or  discovery,  nor  ahail  any  patent  be  declared  Invalid  by 
reason  of  Its  having  been  Qrst  patented  or  caused  to  be  pat^ted  by  the  Inventor 
or  his  legal  representatives  or  assigns  In  a  foreign  conntrr.  unless  the  arpKca- 
tlon  for  said  foreign  patent  was  filed  more  than  twelve  months,  in  cases  within 
the  provisions  of  section  forty-eight  hundred  and  elghty-slx  of  the  Bevlsed 
Statutes,  and  four  months  In  cases  of  designs,  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  appli- 
cation In  this  couatrr,  In  which  case  no  patent  shall  be  granted  In  this  country. 

An  application  for  patent  for  an  Invention  or  discovery  or  for  a  design  filed 
in  this  country  by  any  person  who  has  previously  regularly  filed  an  application 
for  a  patent  for  the  same  Invention,  discovery,  or  design  In  a  foreign  country 
which,  by  trenty,  convention,  or  law,  affords  similar  privileges  to  citizens 
of  the  irnlted  States  shall  have  the  same  force  and  effect  as  the  same  applica- 
tion would  have  If  filed  In  this  country  on  the  date  on  which  the  application 
for  patent  for  the  same  Invention,  discovery,  or  design  was  first  filed  In  such 
foreign  countTj,  provided  the  application  In  this  conntry  Is  filed  within  twelve 
months  in  cases  within  the  provisions  of  section  forty-eight  hundred  and  eighty- 
six  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  within  four  months  In  cases  of  design,  from  the 
earliest  date  on  which  any  such  foreign  application  was  filed.  But  no  patcot 
shall  be  granted  on  an  application  for  patent  for  an  Invratlon  or  discovery  or 
design  which  had  been  patented  or  described  in  a  printed  publication  In  this  or 
an;  foreign  country  more  than  two  years  before  the  date  of  the  actual  Qling 
of  the  application  In  this  country,  or  which  had  been  In  public  nse  or  on  sale 
in  this  country  for  more  than  two  years  prior  to  such  filing. 

It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  appellant  that,  since  both  of  the 
applications  of  Lindmark  were  filed  before  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
March  3,  1903,  any  patent  issued  thereon  could  not  antedate  the  date 
of  filing  his  application  in  thb  country,  January  16,  1903,  but  that, 
since  the  act  of  Congress  was  passed  between  the  dates  on  which  De 
Ferranti  filed  his  application  abroad  and  the  filing  of  his  application 
in  this  country,  any  patent  issued  upon  his  application  here  ^outd 
relate  back  to  the  date  of  the  British  filing,  since  there  was  less  than 
twelve  months  between  the  filing  of  the  two  applications.  Coimsel 
for  appellee  insist  that  the  act  of  Congress  will  bear  no  such  con- 
struction and  that  to  so  construe  it  would  operate  to  inequitably 
subordinate  the  ri^ts  of  the  senior  applicant,  Lindmark,  to  those 
of  De  Ferranti,  the  junior  applicant. 

It  appears  that  the  application  of  Lindmark  ripened  into  a  patent 
dated  Xovember  1,  1904.  This  patent  was  issued  while  the  applica- 
tion of  De  Ferranti  was  pending  in  the  Patent  Office.  No  rights 
could  be  acquired  under  the  Letters  Patent  that  would  bar  De  Fer- 
ranti from  asserting  his  rights  under  his  application,  and  Lindmark 
can  derive  no  benefit  from  the  patent  so  far  as  this  controversy  b 
concerned,  but  must  stand  in  the  same  position  as  if  he  were  an 
applicant.  While  the  rights  belonging  to  a  patentee  are  much  greater 
and  of  a  different  character  than  those  attaching  to  a  mere  applicant, 
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08  w«  ^all  observfl  later  is  this  opinion,  Lindmark,  having  received 
his  patent  while  the  application  of  De  Ferranti  was  pending,  ac- 
quired no  Baperior  rights  thereby,  bat  must  be  regarded,  so  far  as 
this  controverey  is  concerned,  purely  as  an  interfering  applicant.  In 
Paul  V.  Hess,  (C.  D.,  1905,  610;  115  O.  G.,  251;  24  App.  D.  C,  462,) 
this  court  held  that,  in  an  interference  proceeding,  the  fact  that 
Letters  Patent  had  beeo  issued  to  one  of  the  parties,  while  the  appli- 
cation of  the  other  party  was  pmding,  could  not  benefit  the  patentee 
"  in  respect  to  the  burden  of  pmot  imposed  upon  his  adversary." 
While  tins  opinion  does  not  go  to  the  extent  of  deciding  the  point 
here  under  consideration,  we  think  the  principle  is,  in  effect,  the 
same.  Any  rights  Lindmark  acquired  under  his  patent  were  subject 
to  any  adverse  rights  that  De  Ferranti  might  be  able  to  establish  by 
virtue  of  his  pending  application.  Hence,  the  issue  before  us  can 
be  disposed  of  without  further  reference  to  the  Lindmark  patent. 

Both  of  Lindmark's  applications  were  filed  before  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  March  3,  1903,  and,  unless  that  act  can  be  construed  to 
operate  retrospectively  and  apply  to  applications  priding  at  the  time 
of  its  passage,  his  rights  must  be  determined  by  the  act  of  March  3, 
1897,  (29  Stat.,  693.)  Under  its  provisions,  Lindmark  was  entitled 
to  receive  a  patent  on  his  application  in  this  country,  provided  his 
application  was  Sled  within  seven  months  from  the  date  of  filing 
the  British  application.  It  appears  that  less  than  seven  months  in- 
twvened  between  the  filing  of  the  two  applications.  So  far  as  prior- 
ity is  concerned,  Lindmark  neither  gained  nor  lost  anything  by  virtue 
of  the  foreign  application.  The  priority  of  any  patent  issued  under 
the  act  of  1897  could  only  date  from  the  filing  of  the  application  In 
the  Patent  Office.  The  distinction  between  this  act  and  the  amend- 
ing act,  here  under  consideration,  is  clearly  expressed  by  the  Com- 
missioner : 

Prfor  to  the  amendment  of  the  law,  the  filing  of  a  foreign  application  or  other 
acts  performed  abroad  were  not  acts  of  Invention  within  the  meaning  of  the 
law.  whereai  nnder  the  amended  law  the  filing  of  a  foreign  application  wltblii 
tw«lva  moathB  before  the  amtllcatlon  here  li  an  act  of  Inrentloo  which  conferB 
upon  tbe  aivUcant  a  distinct  rigbt 

The  "  distinct  right "  consists  in  the  applicant,  under  the  am^ided 
law,  having  the  priority  of  his  patent  issued  in  this  country  relate 
back  to  the  date  of  filing  his  application  for  the  same  invention  in  a 
foreign  country,  provided  the  application  here  was  filed  within 
twelve  months  from  the  date  of  filing  the  foreign  application. 

Let  us  examine  what  rights  of  priority,  if  any,  Lindmark  acquired 
by  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1908.  The  text  of  the  act  is 
unambiguous  and  expresses  as  explicitly  as  can  be  done  the  purpose 
Congress  had  in  mind.    The  statute  relates  entirely  to  the  filing  of 
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applications  for  patents,  and  the  rights  of  applicants  making  such 
filings.  There  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  statute  that  would  indi- 
cate that  it  was  intended  to  operate  retrospectively. 

It  is  n  general  rule  of  statutory  construction  that,  in  the  absence  of 
language  in  a  statute  <!learly  expressing  an  intention  to  the  contrary, 
statutes  will  be  construed  prospectively.  In  United  States  v.  Hetk 
(3  Cranch,  398,)  the  Court  said: 

WotOb  In  a  statute  ougbt  not  to  bare  a  retrospective  operation  unless  tbey 
are  bo  clear.  stronK  and  Imperative  that  do  otber  meaning  can  be  annexed  to 
tbem,  or  unleaa  tbe  Intention  of  tbe  leglslatnre  cannot  be  otherwise  satisfied. 

The  same  nile  has  been  approved  many  times  by  the  Supreme 
Court.  (Murray  v.  Gibson,  15  How.,  421;  McEvnn  v.  Den,  24  How,, 
242;  Sohn  v.  Waterson,  17  Wall.,  596;  Twenty  Per  Cent.  Cases,  20 
Wall.,  179.) 

Applying  these  rules  to  the  act  before  us,  it  cannot  be  held  that 
Congress  intended  either  to  give  patents  issued  upon  applications 
pending  at  the  time  of  its  passage  priorities  earlier  than  they  could 
have  acquired  under  the  act  of  1897;  or  to  bring  such  pending  appli- 
cations within  its  provisions.  It  clearly  is  intended,  however,  to 
apply  to  all  applications  that  should  be  Bled  after  its  passage,  and 
under  this  construction  it  must  be  held  to  include  the  application  of 
Appellant.  In  Sawyer  Co.  v.  Carpenter,  (133  Fed.,  238,)  Brown, 
District  Judge,  construing  the  act  of  March-8, 1903,  said: 

Statntea  are  construed  to  operate  prospectively  only,  unless  tbe  contrary 
Intention  Is  manifest  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt.  {City  of  Shrevegport  v.  Cole, 
129  U.  8.,  36,  43.)  The  amendments  of  March  3.  1903,  so  far  as  I  can  see,  con- 
tain no  Indication  of  an  Intention  to  revive  expired  patents  or  to  give  to  tbc 
phrase  "nor  shall  any  patent  be  declared  Invalid"  a  meaning  broader  tlian 
before. 

This  decision  was  affirmed  on  appeal,  (143  Fed.,  976.) 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  to  construe  the  statute  as  applying  to 
applications  pending  at  the  time  of  its  passage,  would  be  to  give  it 
retroactive  force.  This  construction  could  not  be  applied  to  it  with- 
out disregarding  the  plain  language  of  the  act,  and  reading  into  it  n 
meaning  not  intended  by  its  franiers.  The  statute,  as  amended,  could 
have,  therefore,  no  effect  upon  the  application  of  Lindmark,  and  the 
priority  of  any  patent  issued  thereon  must  correspond  with  the  date 
of  the  filing  of  his  application  in  this  country. 

It  is  insisted  by  counsel  for  appellee  that  tosoconstruethe  operation 
of  this  statute  as  to  give  De,  Ferranti  a  priority  over  Lindmark  would 
be  to  deprive  Lindmark  of  a  vested  right.  Letters  Patent,  when 
issued,  undoubtedly  constitute  a  contract.  It  is  to  the  interest  and 
policy  of  every  enlightened  government  to  promote  progress  in  useful 
60025— H.  Doc.  134»,  BO-2 24  Cit)OQlc 
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arts.  It  is  among  the  powers  expressly  given  to  CongrcsB  by  the 
Constitution  — 

to  promote  the  progress  of  acience  and  iiBeful  arte,  by  securing  for  limited  timee 
to  authors  and  lUTentora  the  exclusive  right  to  their  respective  writings  and 
discoveries.    (Const,  art  1,  sec.  8.) 

It  is  the  reward  stipulated  for  the  advantages  the  public  derives 
from  the  efforts  of  individuals,  and  is  intended  as  a  stimulus  to  those 
exertions.  Laws  passed  for  this  purpose  ought  to  be  so  construed  as 
to  execute  the  ccmtract  fairly  on  the  part  of  the  United  States.  But 
neither  of  the  contending  parties  had  acquired  a  patent  at  tbe  date  of 
the  enactment  of  the  statute  in  question,  and  no  such  contractual 
relation  existed.  The  right  to  a  patent  is  purely  a  statutory  right. 
Being  a  right  conferred  by  Congress,  that  right  can  be  modified  or 
taken  away  before  rights  under  it  have  become  vested.  The  filing  of 
an  application,  and  the  steps  leading  up  to  the  issuance  of  a  patent, 
are  mere  matters  of  procedure.  The  proceedings  prescribed  by 
statute  for  the  acquiring  of  a  patent  are  purely  matters  of  legislative 
policy,  depending  on  positive  law,  which  may  at  any  time  be  repealed 
or  modified,  withdrawn  or  limited,  at  pleasure. 

The  proceedings  requisite  to  the  acquiring  of  a  patent  are  closely 
analogous  to  the  procedure  in  an  action  at  law  before  reaching  final 
judgment,  where  the  right  is  one  conferred  by  statute  and  entirely 
dependent  upon  the  legislative  will.  In  both  instances  they  are  mere 
matters  of  procedure  that  may  be  changed  or  abolished,  and,  unless 
the  statute  especially  provides  for  the  protection  of  pending  cases,  it 
will  apply  to  such  cases  the  same  as  to  future  cases  arising  under  it. 
The  bringing  of  a  suit  in  such  a  case  does  not  create  a  vested  right. 
It  is  only  the  assertion  of  a  right  that  may  or  may  not  mature  into  a 
vested  right.  No  vested  right  is  acquired  by  the  bringing  of  such 
a  suit  that  is  beyond  legislative  control  until  judgment  is  rendered. 
Cooley,  in  his  Constitutional  Limitations,  (7  Ed.,  643,)  says; 

The  bringltiK  of  suits  vesta  In  tbe  party  no  right  to  a  particular  decision, 
(Bacon  v.  Callender,  6  Mass.,  303;  Bulier  v.  Palmer,  1  Hill,  324;  Oouvf'l  v. 
Long,  15  ill.,  202 ;  Miller  v.  Graham,  17  Ohio  St.,  1 ;  State  v.  Bquirea,  28  Iowa. 
340;  Pattcrgon  v.  Phllbrook,  &  Mass.,  151.)  and  his  case  must  be  determloed  on 
the  law  as  It  ntanda,  not  when  tbe  suit  was  brought,  but  when  tbe  Judgment 
was  rendered.  (Watson  v,  Mercer,  8  Peters,  88;  Mather  v.  Chapman,  6  Conn., 
64;  People  v.  Supervisors,  etc.,  20  Mich..  95;  Satterlee  v.  Matthewson,  2  Peters, 
380;  Excelsior  Mfg.  Co,  v,  Kcpter,  62  Miss.,  165;  Phenia  Insurance  Co.  v.  PiH- 
lard,  63  Mlas.,  S41;  McLean  v,  Bonn,  TO  Iowa,  762;  Johnson  v.  Richardson,  44 
Ark..  3C5.) 

It  ha.s  been  held,  (quoting  from  the  -syllabus,)  that — 
tbe  mere  commencement  of  a  suit  does  not  affect  the  right  of  Congress  to  ratify 
pxecutlve  acta  and  tbe  fact  tbat  at  the  lime  the  ratifying  statute  was  enacted 
nations  were  iiendtng  for  tlie  recovery  of  the  soma  paid  does  not  cause  the 
Hfntute  to  be  repugnant  to  tbe  Constitution.  (United  Slates  v.  Heinszen  A 
Co.,  206  U.  8..  370.) 
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So,  in  a  pAtent,  do  vested  right,  of  which  the  applieant  cannot  be 
deprived,  is  acquired  under  the  preliminary  proceedings  leading  up 
to  its  iasuanoe.  The  condition,  however,  is  different  after  the  patent 
ia  isnsd.  The  holder  of  valid  Letters  Patent  enjoys,  by  virtue  of  the 
samt,  •  property  ri^t  in  the  iovention  fcx*  which  the  patent  is  issued 
that  is  entitled  to  the  same  protecticm  as  any  other  prop«ty  rij^t 
during  the  time  tor  which  the  exclusive  right  or  franchise  is  granted. 
(Svthejiand  on  Statutory  Oonetruction,  sec.  662.) 

It  is  also  indated  by  counsel  for  appellee  that  whoi  an  application 
for  patent  is  filed  mdi  a  contractual  relation  arises  as  cannot  be  im- 
pairad  by  subsequent  legislation.  The  mere  assertion  of  a  right  by 
the  filing  of  an  application  for  a  patent  does  not  constitute  such  n 
contact  as  would  come  properly  within  section  10,  article  1,  of  the 
Constitution,  which  declares  that  "  no  State  shall  make  any  law  im- 
pairing the  obligation  of  contracts."  This  is  a  prohibition  upon  the 
States  and  not  on  Congress.  The  contracts  protected  by  the  property 
clauses  of  the  Constitution  are  such  as  have  been  deliberately  entered 
into  by  the  parties,  and  the  assent  of  the  parties  to  be  bound  is  of 
the  very  essence  of  the  obligation  so  protected.  It  has  no  applicaticm 
to  obligations  imposed  by  law  without  the  assent  of  the  party  bound, 
or  mere  privileges  conferred  by  law.  (Loumana  v.  A^ew  Orleans,  109 
U.  S.,  285;  Garriem  v.  IVew  York,  21  Wall.,  U.  S.,  196;  Freeland  v. 
WUliajns,  131  U.  S.,  405.)  Nor  is  Congress  necessarily  limited  by 
this  clause  in  its  enactment  of  legislation  because  the  practical  effect 
may  be  to  incidentally  impair  or  annul  contracts. 

In  Mitchell  v.  Clark,  (110  U.  S.,  633,  643,)  the  Court  said: 

It  Is  tM>  answer  to  tbla  to  say  that  It  (the  statute)  Interferes  with  the  valldltr 
ot  contracts,  for  no  provision  of  the  CooBtltutlon  prohibits  Congrese  frmn  doing 
this,  as  it  does  the  States ;  and  where  Ihe  question  of  the  power  of  Congress 
nrlses,  as  In  the  legal-tender  cases,  and  Id  baokruptcy  cases,  It  does  not  depend 
upon  the  Incidental  effect  of  its  exercise  on  contracts,  but  on  the  existence  of 
the  power  itself. 

It  is  likewise  generally  held  that  it  is  within  the  power  of  the 
legislature  to  ratify  the  levy  and  collection  of  an  illegal  tax,  even 
after  suit  has  been  instituted  for  its  recovery,  on  the  principle  that 
the  right  to  recover  a  tax  collected  illegally  is  a  right  conferred  by 
law,  and  may  be  modified,  limited  or  taken  away.  {Grim  v.  Weissen- 
herg  School  District,  57  Pa.  St.,  433 ;  Iowa  R.  R.  Land  Co.  v.  Soper, 
39  Iowa,  112 ;  Boardman  v.  Beckwith,  18  Iowa,  292 ;  Nottage  v.  Port- 
land, 35  Oreg.,  539 ;  Mattingly  v.  The  Dixtrict  of  Columbia,  97  U.  P., 
687.)  The  same  principle  is  stated  in  Cooley  on  Taxation,  (vol.  2, 
p.  1493:) 

A  property  owner  who  has  paid  an  Illegal  assesanieDt  has,  ta  bis  action  to 
recover  hack  payment,  no  vested  right  which  legielatlon  cannot  lake  away,  nor 
Is  there  any  impUf^  agreement  to  return  the  assessment  If  wrongfully  collect- 
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The  same  rule  has  been  applied  to  acts  Talidating  illegal  bond  is- 
sues. The  authority  to  issue  bonds  being  by  legislatiye  grant,  the 
subject  is  one  peculiarly  within  the  legislative  will.  {Natumal  Bank 
V.  Yankton,  101  U.  S.,  129;  Thompson  >\  Perrine,  103  U.  S.,  806; 
New  Orleans  v.  Clark,  95  U.  S.,  644;  Grenada  County  v,  Brogden, 
112  U.  S.,  261;  Otoe  County  v.  Baldwin,  111  U.  S.,  1;  1  DUlon, 
Municipal  Corporations,  p.  544;  Cooley^s  Const.  Sim.,  6th  ed.,  456; 
Read  v.  Plattsmouth,  107  U.  S.,  568 ;  Bolles  v.  Brim^ld,  120  U.  S., 
759.)  It  is  clear  that  where  the  right  conferred  is  purely  a  statu- 
tory one,  a  mere  privilege,  as  in  the  case  at  bar,  it  is  within  the  power 
of  Congress  to  modify  or  withdraw  it,  at  least  before  the  application 
has  matured  into  a  patent. 

We  think  the  Commissioner  erred  in  the  following  statement  of 
what  he  conceived  to  be  the  law : 

In  the  prpfient  cade,  under  tbe  statntee  in  toree  prior  to  March  3,  1903,  I.lnd- 
mark  had  an  undoubted  right  to  a  patent  at  the  time  he  Bled  bla  United  States 
application  on  January  16,  1903,  but,  If  the  act  of  March  3.  1903,  Is  given  the 
construction  contended  for  by  De  Feirantl,  this  right  wae  taken  from  him  by 
the  passage  of  the  act  Furthermore,  had  Llndmark's  patent  Issued  prior  to 
March  3,  1903.  his  patent,  which  was  valid  at  the  date  of  Its  Issue,  would  be 
rendered  Invalid  by  the  act. 

The  Commissioner  is  confused  as  to  the  time  that  the  applicant 
for  a  patent  acquires  such  a  vested  right  as  may  not  be  disturbed  by 
Congress.  This  right  accrues,  if  at  all,  when  a  patent  is  issued,  and 
not  before.  The  mere  filing  of  an  application  confers  no  such  right. 
It  is  immaterial,  so  far  as  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  Congress  is 
concerned,  if  it  does  afterward  appear  that,  under  the  pending  appli- 
cation affected  by  the  legislation,'  applicant  would  have  had  a  valid 
right  to  a  patent.  It  is  true  that  a  patent  is  a  contract  between  the 
Government  and  an  individual.  {Curtis  on  Patents,  sec.  23;  Ist  Rob- 
inson on  Patents,  sec.  20,  and  40  to  43;  Brake  Beam  Case,  106  Fed., 
693,  701.)  It  is  likewise  true  that  it  is  the  granting  of  Letters  Patent 
that  forms  the  contract ;  and  not  the  filing  of  the  application.  If 
Letters  Patent  had  been  issued  to  Lindmark,  as  suggested  by  the 
Commissioner,  before  the  passage  of  the  act,  we  would  be  confronted 
with  a  very  different  question.  At  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act 
of  March  3,  1903,  no  patent  had  been  issued  to  Lindmark  and  he  had 
no  such  contract  with  the  Government  as  the  protecting  clauses  of 
the  Constitution  place  beyond  the  power  of  Congress  to  affect  by 
legislation. 

The  suggestion  that  the  construction  here  applied  to  the  statute  in 
question  may  in  this  particular  case  work  an  injustice,  is  a  matter 
beyond  our  power  to  remedy.  The  judicial  department  is  not  con- 
cerned with  the  policy  of  the  law.    That  belongs  to  the  legislative 
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branch  of  the  Government.  If  the  law  operates  inequitably  it  may 
be  a  proper  matter  to  call  to  the  attention  of  Ckingress,  but.  since  the 
hardship  is  imposed  b;  operation  of  law,  it  is  beyond  the  power  of 
the  courts  to  grant  any  relief. 

The  judgment  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  reversed,  and  the 
clerk  is  directed  to  certify  these  proceedings  as  required  by  law. 


ICoart  of  Appralu  nf  the  Dialrtct  of  ColDmbla.l 

In  re  The  Indian  Portland  Cement  Co. 

DeciHeA  Febmaru  18.  1908. 
134  O.  G.,  518 ;  30  App.  D.  C,  463. 
1.  Tiadd-Uarrs — ^Anticipation. 

A  trade-mark  the  dlstlDgulihluK  feature  of  which  consists  of  an  Indian's 
head  showing  profile  with  the  conventional  feather  bead-dress,  wttbln  a 
circle,  was  properly  refused  rt^stration  In  Tlew  of  the  prior  use  on  the 
same  class  of  goods  of  a  inark  showing  a  front  Tlew  of  an  Indian's  head 
with  a  feathered  head-dress. 
S.  Same — Sake. 

Where  the  mark  of  an  applicant  bo  resembles  a  prior  registered  mark 
that  the  goods  of  each  would  be  likely  to  be  known  to  the  public  by  the 
same  name,  the  registration  of  the  former  should  be  refused. 

Mr,  J.  D.  SuUivan  and  Mr.  Edw.  S.  McCahnont  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  F.  A.  Tennant  for  the  Commissioner  of  Patents. 


ID,  J.: 

The  Indian  Portland  Cement  Co.,  a  corporation  of  New  Jersey 
engaged  in  manufacturing  Portland  cement  in  Neodesha,  Kans.,  ap- 
peals from  a  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  denying  its 
application  for  the  registration  of  a  trade-mark.  The  distinguishing 
feature  of  the  trade-mark,  alleged  to  have  been  used  since  July  1, 
1906,  consists  of  an  Indian's  head  showing  profile  with  the  conven- 
tional feather  head-dress,  within  a  circle.  Between  this  and  an  outer 
circle  appear  the  words,  "  Indian  Portland  Cement  Co.,  Neodesha, 
Kansas."  The  ground  of  refusal  to  register  was  that  the  trade-mark 
so  closely  resanbles  another  as  to  be  apt  to  deceive  purchasers.  The 
reference  is  to  a  trade-mark  registered  by  Miller,  Mason  &  Co.,  on 
August  2,  1904.  That  mark  is  described  as  "  the  representation  of  an 
Indian's  head  with  a  feather  head-dress."  The  drawing  and  labels 
used  by  them  on  barrels  and  bags  of  Portland  cement,  show  a  front 
view  of  the  Indian's  head  with  a  feather  head-dress.  IMiile  a  com- 
parison of  the  two  marks  as  represented  shows  difference  in  details, 
the  feature  of  each  is  a  conventional  Indian  head,  calculate^I  to  make 
the  manufactures  on  which  they  are  used  known  to  the  public  as 
Indian-head  cement.  We  agree  with  the  Commissioner  that  the  re- 
semblance is  such  as  to  produce  the  confusion  in  trade  which  it  is  tlie 
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object  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  to  prevent.    (See,  in  the  matter  of  the 
application  of  Herbst  Importing  Co.,  post,  363;  137  O.  G.,  1939.) 

The  decmon  will  be  affirmed,  and  the  clerk  vnU  certify  thia  de- 
cision to  the  OorrVmissioner  of  Patents  as  requuvd  by  law. 


[Court  of  AppMis  ot  the  District  of  Colnmbta.] 

Vtele  1'.  Cdhhingb. 

Decided  February  14,  1908. 

134  O.  O.,  777;  30  App.  D.  C,  465. 

INTESFEBBNCB— PBIOBTTY— RUJHT  TO  MAKE  TBC  CLAIMS. 

The  1S8U»  aa  Interpreted  In  tbe  ligbt  ot  the  speclQcatlon  of  the  party 
first  makluK  tbe  same  Is  limited  to  an  Improved  mesne  for  protecting 
the  necesBary  Joints  In  eoadnetors  for  hlKb-tenelon  cnirentB  of  electricity. 
The  invention  of  the  other  party  IB  an  Improvement  tn  iaBUlatlQg-comluctors, 
tils  plaa  of  Insulation  at  tbe  Joints  being  tbe  same  as  along  the  entire 
length  of  the  conductor.  Beld  that  the  latter  has  no  right  to  make  the 
claim,  the  resemblance  ot  the  two  devices  being  accidental  rather  than  real. 

Mr.  M.  A.  Chrinty  for  the  appellant. 

Mr.  L.  S.  Bacon,  Mr.  J.  S.  Milane,  and  Mr.  C.  T.  Milans  for  the 
appellee. 

Shepard,  </..' 

This  is  an  interference-  proceeding  involving  priority  of  inventirai 
of  an  improTement  in  connecting  conductors  for  cables,  tbe  isme 
ot  which  is  the  following: 

As  a  means  for  IneutatiDg  Joints  in  eoaductors  for  hlgh-voltage  correnla.  a 
rigid  sleeve  of  non-conducting  material  surrounding  the  splice  between  tbe 
conductors  fonnlog  the  bridge  or  connection  between  Ihe  InsulntloDs  on  the  con- 
necting conductors,  and  having  the  space  between  the  conductors  and  tbe  sleeve 
fliled  with  non-conducting  material. 

The  application  of  Viele  was  filed  August  15,  1902,  for  an  im- 
provement in  connecting  conductors  for  cables,  and  the  claim  now 
in  issue  was  adopted  December  5, 1902.  The  application  was  allowed 
September  20,  1904,  but  was  permitted  to  lapse  for  non-payment 
of  the  fixed  fee.  It  was  renewed  within  proper  time  on  March  25, 
1905. 

Oummings's  application  was  filed  February  1,  190*2,  entitled  a 
"Conduit  for  electrical  conductors,"  The  claim  of  the  issue  was 
suggested  to  him  by  the  Examiner  AprU  3  and  adopted  April  fl,  1905. 
Thereupon,  the  interference  was  declared. 

Viele's  preliminary  statement  filed  in  response  to  the  notice  of 
interference  failed  to  allege  a  date  of  conception  prior  to  the  date 
upon  which  Oummings's  application  had  been  filed;  uid  be  was 
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notified  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  tbnt  by  reason  lliercof 
judgment  vould  be  rendered  against  him  unless  cause  be  shown 
vhy  the  same  should  not  be  done.  Viele  thereupon  filed  a  niution 
to  dissolve  the  interference  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  inter- 
ference in  fact,  and  that  Cunrnungs  had  no  right  to  make  the  claim 
in  issue.  This  was  referred  to  the  Primary  Examiner  who  dented 
the  motion.  The  Examiser  of  Interferences,  following  that  decision, 
rendered  judgment  against  Viele  in  accordance  with  the  noti<;e  that 
had  been  given.  Viele  appealed  to  the  Examiner-in-Chief  who, 
being  of  the  opinion  that  Cunimings  had  no  right  to  make  ihe  claim, 
reversed  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences,  and  awarded 
|»iorlty  to  Viele.  On  appeal  to  the  Commissioner,  this  deciaion  was 
Nversed  and  award  of  priority  made  to  Cummings.  From  his 
decision  this  appeal  has  been  prosecuted. 

The  question  for  determination  is  the  right  of  Cummings  to  make 
the  claim  of  the  issue. 

Viele's  application  is  limited  to  a  joint  or  splice  for  electric  cables 
carrying  bigb-voltage  curr«its,  and  his  invention  is  described  as 
fdlows: 

The  iDventloD  described  herein  relates  to  certain  UnproTementa  In  Jolata  or 
splices  for  electric  cablen  carrjlng  blgh-ToItage  currents.  It  has  heretofore 
been  the  prsettce  Id  msklng  such  splices  or  Joints  to  retnore  the  Insulation  from 
the  sldea  of  the  eoDdudors  to  be  cotmectad  a  suitable  distance,  and  then  form 
an  electrical  Joiot  or  union  between  tbeee  conduebors  In  suitable  mannar.  Insu- 
lation In  the  form  of  paper  or  fibrous  tape  was  then  applied  by  hand  to  the 
portions  of  the  conductors,  from  which  the  insulation  was  removed.  It  Is  a 
matter  of  considerable  difficulty  to  determine  when  a  sufficient  amouuf  of  tape 
has  been  applied  to  render  the  Joint  as  strong  electrically  as  the  original  Insu- 
latlMi.  Aa  considerable  care  and  labor  are  required  In  applying  the  tape,  the 
worlunan  la  very  liable  to  shirk  It  and  leave  the  Joint  imperfect.  And  further 
It  la  practically  Impossible  to  so  apply  the  tape  as  to  form  a  compact  uniform 
thickness  of  Insulation.  The  foregoing  dlfflcultiea  in  ai)p1ylng  and  Incident  to 
the  use  of  tB[)es  In  forming  the  insulation  of  Joints  are  esiiecially  prominent 
when  connecting  the  conductors  of  duplex  and  triple  cable,  as  with  such  cable 
the  conductor  cannot  be  separated  to  any  considerable  eitmt  and  the  tape  has 
to  be  threaded  between  the  conductora 

The  object  of  the  present  invention  la  to  provide  for  easy  and  quick  formation 
of  an  insulating  covering  for  the  exposed  ends  of  connected  conductors  of  a  uni- 
form thickness  and  electrical  strength  which  shall  be  at  least  etiuni  to  that  of 
the  orl^nal  Insulation.  The  invention  is  hereinafter  more  fully  described  and 
claimed. 

In  the  accompanyng  drawing  forming  a  pari  of  this  apecincatlon,  Figure  1 
Is  a  sectional  elevation  showing  my  Improvement  as  employed  in  connecting  the 
conductors  of  a  triple  cable,  and  Fig.  2  Is  a  transverse  section  of  the  same  on  a 
ptane  indicaUd  by  the  line  II — II  Fig.  1.  In  the  practice  of  my  loveation,  the 
aheath  1  and  coverlt^  2  of  the  cable  is  removed  a  MAdent  distance  and  the 
Insulation  3  of  the  conductors  4  is  also  removed,  as  Is  customary.  Sleeves  E 
are  then  slipped  over  one  of  the  ends  of  the  conductors  and  pushed  back  far 
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enough  to  permit  of  tbe  ends  of  tbe  cooductors  4  being  electrically  connected. 
This  connectloD  may  be  formed  In  any  eiiltable  manner,  as  for  example,  by 
meenB  of  a  metallic  sleeve  0,  soldered  or  sweated  onto  tbe  ends  of  tbe  conductor 
projecting;  into  the  sleeve,  as  shown.  As  the  internal  diameter  of  the  sleeves 
S  Is  made  sufficiently  large  to  slip  over  the  Insulation  3  of  tbe  conductors,  there 
will  be  oonsldernble  space  between  the  sleeve  and  tbe  conductor  wben  the  sleeve 
Is  arranged  over  tbe  Joint,  hence  In  order  to  bold  tbe  sleeve  steady  and  form 
an  Internal  support  therefor,  paper  or  fibrous  tape  7  impregnated  with  insula Ung- 
wax  Is  wra{q>ed  a  few  times  around  the  sleeve  6  and  the  exposed  portions  of 
the  conductor,  and  the  plastic  Insulating  material  applied  to  tbe  tape  before 
the  sleeve  5,  which  Is  made  sufficiently  long  to  overlap  the  Insulation  3  on  both 
sides  of  the  point  of  union  of  tbe  conductors,  is  slipped  Into  position.  The  use 
of  tbe  tape  and  plastic  Insulating  material  is  not  necessary  for  Insulating  pur- 
poses, but  It  Is  preferred  to  onploy  them  tmth  as  a  centering- support  of  the 
sleeve  and  also  as  a  fltllng  preventing  air-spaces  within  the  sleeve.  After  all  tbe 
conductors  have  been  connected  and  insulated,  as  described,  the  paper  sleeves 
on  the  several  conductors  are  pressed  togetber  and  a  large  paper  sleeve  8, 
which  was  slipped  over  one  of  tbe  cables  before  any  of  the  conductors  were 
united.  Is  slipped  into  position  over  the  sleeves  6,  as  shown,  and  serves  to  bold 
all  tbe  parts  of  tbe  cable.  This  binding-sleeve  Is  not  necessary  but  Is  hlgtily 
desirable  as  strengthening  the  Joint.  As  Is  customary,  a  sbeatblng-sleeve  9  is 
placed  around  the  Joint  and  connected  to  tbe  sbeatb  1  of  the  cable,  and  liquid 
iasulatlug  niaterial,  preferably,  is  poured  into  this  sleeve  until  all  air  is  forced 
out  and  the  sleeve  completely  filled. 

The  claim  of  the  issue,  having  been  first  made  by  Viele,  is  to  be 
interpreted  in  the  light  of  his  specifications.  He  bad  not  in  mind 
a  new  insulation  for  the  body  of  conductors,  but  an  improved  means 
for  making  and  protecting  the  necessary  joints  in  the  ordinary  cables 
or  conductors  for  high-tension  currents  of  electricity.  His  object 
was  to— 

provide  for  easy  and  quick  formation  of  an  Insulating-covering  for  the  exposed 
ends  of  conductors,  of  uniform  thichnesa  and  electrical  strength  which  shall  be 
at  least  equal  to  that  of  the  original  Insulation. 

He  uses  a  rigid  sleeve  which  is  slipped  over  one  of  the  ends  of  the 
conductor,  and  pushed  back  far  enough  to  permit  the  two  ends  to  be 
spliced.  The  splice  is  efltected  by  means  of  a  metallic  section  or  sleeve 
soldered  or  sweated  on  the  ends  of  the  conductor  which  have  been 
brought  together.  Plastic  insulating  material  is  then  used  as  a  filling 
to  occupy  the  space  between  the  splice-sleeve  and  the  outer  sleeve, 
which  is  long  enough  when  slipped  into  place  to  overlap  the  insula- 
tions of  the  conductor  on  both  sides  of  the  splice-joint.  Thus  is 
formed — 
the  bridge  or  connection  between  the  Insulations  of  the  connecting-conductors. 

The  plastic  material  fills  the  space  between  the  conductor  and 
sleeve,  so  as  to  prevent  air  cavities  or  spaces.  The  result  of  the 
whole  is  an  electrical  strength  equal  to  that  of  the  insulation  of  the 
conductors. 
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Cutnmings's  claim  of  invention  was  an  improvement  in  insulating- 
conductors.     Having  referred  to  his  drawings,  he  said : 

At  the  preeeul  time  It  Is  desirable  to  And  a  means  of  traiiBmlttint;  currents 
of  exceedingly  high  tension,  so  that  the  power  found  In  rnrious  placee  in  the 
shape  of  waterfalls  sucb  as  Niagara  Falls,  may  be  transmitted,  economically, 
long  diatancee. 

Then,  after  stating,  as  the  result  of  experiments,  that  the  rubber 
covering  of  conductors  will  be  ruptured  by  a  current  of  18.000  volts, 
and  claiming  for  his  conductor  a  carriage  capacity  of  fi5,000  volts, 
without  aifecting  either  the  conductor  or  the  insulation,  he  describes 
his  invention  as  follows : 

A  la  the  conductor.  I  first  paint  this  conductor  with  an  losulattog-Tarnlah 
and  inclose  It  betwe^i  two  semlcyllndrlcal  sections  C  huvlng  Interlncklng  Joints, 
such  as  D,  at  the  meeting  edges. 

These  sections  are  made  of  wood  and  are  made  so  that  when  Ihey  are  con- 
nected they  will  tlRhtly  embrace  the  coaductor.  Before  nasembUng  It  I  thor- 
oughly saturate  them  with  some  suitable  compound  to  prevent  their  rotting, 
Buch  fur  Instance  with  boiled  llnseed-oll.  I  tbea  Inclose  the  sections  thus 
formed  by  fllling-sectlons  E,  of  wood  grooved  to  embrace  the  tube  or  tubes 
formed  by  the  sections  C,  having  similar  Interlocking  Joints  as  that  staown  at 
D  in  the  Inner  tube,  these  sections  being  treated  In  the  same  manner  before 
being  assembled.  The  outer  sections  are  arranged  so  that  their  Joints  are 
Intermediate  the  Joints  of  the  Inner  section,  or  with  so.called  "  break-Jointa" 
The  conductor  with  Its  Insulation  as  thus  described  Is  then  forced  under  pres- 
sure Into  a  Jofntless  sleeve  or  cnslng  F.  which  is  previously  dipped  In  liquid 
afqibaltum,  the  insertion  being  made  while  the  asphaltum  la  still  wet.  I  next 
connect  the  end  of  the  casting  F  with  a  dischnrge  from  a  suitable  pump,  or  by 
any  other  suitable  means,  force  under  great  pressure  liquid  paraffin  Into  all  of 
tbe  crevices  and  the  conductor  la  complete. 

At  the  end  the  Inner  and  outer  tubes  project  beyond  the  casing  dllTerent 
distances,  while  tbe  conductor  D  projects  still  further  than  either  Insulating- 
tube,  BO  that  the  ends  may  be  welded  together,  or  otherwise  fastened.  I  then 
inclose  the  exposed  portions  of  tbe  conductor  by  means  of  sectional  Insulating- 
blocks  Q  and  H  formed  In  sections  of  the  size  and  shape  of  the  Insulating-tubes 
which  will  be  plainly  seen  as  shown  In  Fig.  3.  Tbe  whole  is  Inclosed  in  a 
suitable  casing  or  Junction-box  J.  Instead  of  using  but  a  single  conductor  In 
a  casing  1  may  ^nploy  two,  as  shown  In  Fig.  4,  In  which  case  the  outer  lusulat- 
Ing  fllling-sectlons  are  made  In  acctlons  with  as  many  grooves  as  there  are 
Inner  tubes  or  conductors. 

His  claims  during  several  years  of  proceedings  in  the  Office,  until 
the  suggestion  of  the  claim  of  the  issue  that  had  been  made  in  the 
pending  application  of  Viele,  were  limited  to  the  insulated  conductor* 
aforesaid. 

What  each  applicant  had  in  mind  was  a  different  invention.  Viele 
believed  that  he  had  discovered  a  novel  and  effective  means  of  splic- 
ing cable  conductors  carrying  high-tension  currents,  making  the  con- 
nections of  an  electrical  -strength  equal,  at  least,  to  the  insulation  on 
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the  body  of  the  ccmductor.  On  the  other  band,  Cununinge  had  in 
mind  a  new  conductor  for  such  currents  to  meet  the  demand  therefor 
created  by  the  development  of  enormous  electric  power  by  m^ns  of 
great  waterfalls,  and  limited  his  claim  thereto.  He  knew,  of  course, 
that  to  utilize  his  invention  the  ends  of  conductors  would  have  to  be 
connected  from  time  to  time.  He  proposed  to  weld  these  together 
thereby  making  a  continuous  conductor  of  the  desired  length.  His 
plan  of  insulation  and  iiiclosure  was  the  same  along  the  entire  length 
of  his  conductor,  including  the  connections.  He  had  no  idea  of  con- 
structing a  special  joint  for,  or  means  of  joining  cable  conductors  in 
general.  Connecting  the  ends  of  conductors  as  described  is  an  inci- 
dent of  his  novel  insulated  conductor  for  the  economical  conveyance 
of  very  high-t«nsion  currents. 

Considering  the  claim  of  the  issue  in  the  light  of  these  disclosures, 
we  agree  with  the  Examiners-in-Chief  that  Cummiugs  is  not  entitled 
to  make  it. 

An  esential  requirement  of  the  issue  is  the  splice  of  the  conductors 
which  is  a  special  feature  of  Viele's  description.  This,  and  the  illus- 
trative drawings,  show  a  real  splice  by  bringing  the  ends  of  the 
conductors  together  and  brazing  onto  them  the  connecting-section  or 
inner  sleeve  surrounding  them.  Cummings  makes  no  splice,  in  the 
ordinary  meaning  of  that  word,  but  welds  the  connecting  ends  to- 
gether making  a  continuous  conductor  with  no  enlargement  thereof 
at  the  meeting  point.  \MiiIe  it  is  true,  as  said  by  the  Commissioner, 
that  this  enlargement  is  not  set  forth  in  the  claim,  it  is  the  necessary 
result  of  the  actual  splice  which  Viele  makes.  At  the  connecting- 
point,  as  elsewhere  throughout  its  entire  length,  the  c<mductor  of 
Cummings  has  fitted  around  it  two  semi-cylindrical  sections  of  wood, 
covered  by  similar  sections  of  the  same  material.  Wood  is  a  non- 
conducting material,  and  the  Commissioner  was  of  the  opinion  that 
the  wooden  casing  of  Cummings  is  both  "  a  sleeve  and  a  bridge  in 
the  same  sense  in  which  these  terms  are  applicable  to  the  part  5  of 
Viele."  This  conclusion  proceeds  from  a  broader  inteipretation  of 
the  issue  than  we  think  should  be  given  it,  and  we  agree  in  opinion 
with  the  Examiners-in-Chief ,  who  said : 

There  la  no  sleeve  forming  tbe  bridge  or  connection  between  the  InsalatlonB 
<m  tbe  connecting  conductors  In  the  aeaee  used  In  the  Viele  application. 

Another  requirement  is  that  the  space  between  the  conductor  and 
sleeve  must  be  filled  with  non-conducting  material.  Turning  to 
Viele^s  specifications,  we  find  that  he  introduces  plastic,  non-conduet- 
ing  material  which  actually  fills  this  space  to  tlie  practical  exclusion 
of  the  air  therefrom.  While  in  a  general  sense  it  may  be  said  that 
the  insertion  of  the  wooden  casing  within  the  outer  one  fills  the  space. 
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we  do  not  think  that  it  does  so  within  the  meaning  intoided.    As  said 

by  the  Ezuniners- in- Chief — 

the  resemblance  of  the  two  devices  Ib  accidental  ratber  ttaan  real. 

It  nuj  be  that  in  some  respects  the  claim  of  the  iaeue  is  broader 
than  it  mt^t  have  been  framed  under  Viele's  specificatitois,  but  in 
case  of  any  doubt  it  should  be  giren  the  evident  meaning  intended  by 
him  who  first  made  it.  {Podleaak  v.  Mclnnemey,  C.  D.,  1906,  558; 
120  O.  G.,  2127;  26  App.  D.  C,  309,  407,  and  cases  cited.) 

We  are  of  the  opinioB  that  it  cannot  be  regarded  as  so  broad  and 
general  as  to  warrant  the  ckim  under  the  application  of  CummingH. 
Believing  that  Cumminga  had  no  ri^t  to  make  the  claim,  we  must 
reverse  the  decision.  It  is  so  ordered,  and  that  the  clerk  specify  this 
decision  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  as  the  law  requires.  Re- 
versed, 


[Coart  of  Afipeals  ol  Uie  Dlitrlct  of  ColujnliUl 
GUBNIFFBT,  BeNOIT,  AND  NiCAUUT  V.  WiCTORBOHN. 

DectAea  Feltntary  '8.  i^OB. 
134  O.  G,  779 ;  30  App.  D.  C,  432. 

1.  IimsnHncB — Kkowlkisb  of  the  Invemtion  in  a  Foieion  Gouittbt — In- 

TBODnCTlOH    IltTO  THE  UNITED   STATES. 

AppaUants  ballt  lu  a  foiwlgn  countrr  a  tnacblne  embodying  tlie  Inreatioii 
In  issue,  whlcb  was  explained  to  an  agent  who  catoe  to  tUa  couatiT.  Bei4 
that  even  If  tbia  agent  remambered  what  was  explained  to  blin  aucb  Imowl- 
edge  on  bts  part.  In  tbe  absence  of  disclosure  to  others  tsr  reduction  to  prac- 
tlee  br  kbnsetf  witbin  a  reasonable  time,  would  not  be  equivalent  to  an 
introductlca  of  tbe  invention  teto  this  coontiy. 

2.  Same— I^OBITY  or  Invention. 

W.  cAtaioed  a  Freacb  patmt  on  Beptember  25, 1900.  Tlie  earliest  foreign 
filing  date  of  tbe  opposii^  party  was  subsequent  to  this  date,  and  the  evl- 
d«Ke  did  not  establish  an  Introduction  Into  tbia  country  by  said  party 
prior  thereto.    Held  that  priority  of  Invention  was  prajterly  awarded  to  W. 

3.  Bauk— A<7r  ST  Uabch  3,  1903,  CoRsistnD. 

Tbe  act  of  March,  1003,  by  whlcb  tbe  llmitaUoa  wltblo  which  an  appu- 
catiou  must  be  filed  in  tbU  country  after  the  flUng  of  a  foreign  application 
for  tbe  same  Inveatloa  waB  extended  from  seven  months  to  twelve  months 
construed  and  Mela  not  to  apply  to  applications  pending  at  the  date  of 
ita  passage. 

Mr.  L.  S.  Bacon,  Mr.  J.  B.  Milarig,  Mr.  D.  A.  Vsina,  and  Mr. 
Arihur  C.  Eraser  for  the  appellants. 
Mr.  U.  B.  PhiUpp  and  Mr.  C.  J.  Sawyer  for  the  appellee. 

Van  Ohsdbi^  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  appellants  frcsn  the  decision  of  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Patents  awarding  to  appellee  a  priority  of  invention  of  the 
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machine  in  controversy.  (C.  D.,  1907,  379;  131  O.  G.,  168S.)  The 
issues  involved  in  the  interference  proceeding  in  the  Patent  Office 
are  as  follows : 

1.  The  combination  of  means  for  fringing  one  aid  of  moatlipleceB,  and  bend- 
ing tongnes  on  said  fringe  wltb  means  for  rolling  up  said  monthpiecss,  wltb 
the  bent  tongues  extending  inwardly. 

2.  The  combination  of  means  for  feeding  wrapper-tubes  with  rolled  moutb- 
pleces  therein,  with  a  concave  gnide  and  a  cylinder  coacting  therewith  to 
Hllgbtly  unroll  tlie  mouthpieces. 

3.  In  combination  In  a  cigarette-machine,  means  for  feeding  the  motitbplece- 
[laper,  means  for  fringing  the  same,  and  means  for  rolling  the  fringed  papers. 

4.  Means  for  forming  mouthpieces  for  cigarettes.  Bald  means  Including,  la 
combination,  a  hollow  casing,  a  rod  arranged  to  turn  In  the  Interior  of  said 
casing,  and  an  eccentric  portion  on  said  rod,  forming  a  nipper  for  gripping  the 
paper  against  the  Inner  periphery  of  the  casing  by  the  ttiming  movemoit  of 

5.  in  a  machine  for  making  mouthpieces  for  cigarettes,  the  comblnatlim  of 
means  for  producing  both  teeth  or  serrations  at  one  edge  of  a  piece  of  paper, 
and  for  bending  up  said  teeth,  and  means  for  rolling  said  paper  to  form  a 
mouthpiece  with  said  teeth  projecting  Into  Its  Interior. 

The  invention  in  question  relates  to  an  aut<Hnatic  mechanism  for 
the  manufacture  of  a  tubular  mouthpiece  for  cigarettes,  and  for  in- 
serting the  same  into  the  wrapper  of  the  cigarette  in  such  manner  as 
to  prevent  tobacco  from  passing  from  the  cigarette  into  the  smoker's 
mouth. 

The  parties  are  all  residents  of  foreign  countries.  Appellee  filed  his 
application  in  the  Patent  Office  January  9,  1901,  and  appellants  tiled 
theirs  May  9, 1901.  Each  of  the  parties  bas  secured  foreign  patents 
on  the  invention  in  question,  appellants'  being  a  French  patent  dated 
January  26,  1901,  on  an  application  filed  October  27,  1900.  Appellee 
secured  a  French  patent  dated  September  25,  1900,  on  an  application 
61ed  June  13,  1900.  Appellee  also  filed  an  application  for  patent  on 
the  same  invention  in  Austria  on  June  5,  1900,  upon  which  patent 
was  issued  December  27,  1901. 

It  appears  that  appellee  was  in  possession  of  this  inventicsi  at  least 
as  early  as  September  25,  1900,  as  disclosed  by  the  French  patent. 
This  is  leaving  out  of  consideration  any  earlier  possession  that  may 
be  disclosed  by  the  Austrian  patent.  Inasmuch  as  in  an  interference 
proceeding  the  only  question  involved  is  that  of  priority  of  inven- 
tion, it  is  unnecessary  to  determine  the  respective  rights  of  the  parties 
to  patents  under  their  pending  applicaticms.  It  is,  therefore,  in- 
cumbent upon  the  appellants  to  establish  themselves  in  possession 
of  this  invention  prior  to  September  25,  1900.  Certainly  no  dis- 
closure or  reduction  to  practice  abroad  can  be  claimed  by  them  prior 
to  this  date,  since  their  earliest  foreign  filing  date  was  October  27, 
1900,  more  than  a  month  subsequent  to  the  issuance  of  the  French 
patent  lo  appellee. 
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It  is  urged  on  behalf  of  appellants  that  the  invention  was  intro- 
duced into  this  country  by  one  Julius  N.  Jaros,  their  agent,  Septem- 
ber 17,  1900,  ei^t  days  prior  to  the  granting  of  appellee's  French 
patent.  On  this  point,  we  think  the  evidence  fully  supports  the  con- 
clusion of  the  Commissioner,  which  is  as  follows: 

It  appears  that  Julias  N.  Jaros  was  In  Paris  from  May  to  Septemb^,  1900, 
and  daring  tills  time  visited  tbe  Decoaple  worlis  a  tiaml>er  of  tlmea.  wliere  ap- 
pellees were  employed,  who  allowed  him  a  machine  emtwdylng  the  Issue  In  con- 
troTeny.  He  states  that  he  saw  It  in  operation  and  that  the  mechanism  was  fully 
explained  to  him.  It  further  apitears  that  he  left  Paris  for  New  York,  arriving 
on  September  17.  1900.  brlnt(lng  with  him  a  number  of  cigaretles  which  had 
been  made  with  appellees'  machine.  It  appears  tliat  after  hie  arrival  he  said 
nothing  about  this  machine  or  the  product  manufactured  by  It  to  any  one  prior 
to  Etecember,  1900.  when  he  had  a  conference  with  his  brother,  Alfred  Jj.  Jaros. 
It  Is  uaneceSBary  to  consider  what  was  disclosed  to  the  latter  at  this  time,  as  it 
Is  subaequent  to  the  date  of  Wlctorsohn's  French  patent.  Alfred  L.  Jaros  testi- 
fied that  his  brother  wrote  him  from  Paris  Id  Jlay  or  June  regarding  the  nia- 
chlae  m  question ;  but  It  does  not  appear  that  the  mechanism  was  described  in 
these  communlciitlons.  and  they  were  destroyed  before  the  testimony  was  taken. 
Appellants  rely  solely,  therefore,  for  on  introduction  of  the  Invention  Into  this 
country,  prior  to  September  20. 1900.  upon  the  knowledge  possessed  by  Julius  N. 
Jaros  at  the  time  of  his  arrival  In  New  Yorli. 

If  Jaros  remembered  what  he  saw  in  Paris,  such  knowledge  on  his 
part,  in  the  absence  of  disclosure  to  others  or  reduction  of  the  inven- 
tion to  practice  by  himself  within  a  reasonable  time,  would  not  be 
equivalent  to  an  introduction  of  the  invention  into  this  country.  It 
does  not  appear  from  the  evidence  that  Jaros  either  possessed  suf- 
ficient knowledge  to  enable  him  to  construct  the  machine  in  question 
or  to  have  given  one  skilled  in  the  art  sufficient  information  to  have 
enabled  him  to  construct  it.  Neither  does  it  appear  that  appellee 
acquired  any  knowledge  of  the  invention  from  appellants. 

It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  appellants  that,  since  appellee  filed 
his  application  in  this  country  more  than  seven  months  after  the 
.  filing  of  hie  application  in  Austria,  the  Austrian  application,  which 
ripened  into  a  patent,  erected  a  bar  against  the  issuance  of  any  patent 
to  appellee  in  this  country.  This  contention  is  answered  by  counsel 
for  appellee  by  conceding  that,  though  appellee's  application  was  filed 
seven  months  and  four  days  after  he  filed  his  application  in  Austria, 
and  was  therefore  barred  from  maturing  into  a  patent  under  the  law 
as  it  then  existed;  that,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3,  1903, 
the  limitation  within  which  an  application  must  be  filed  here  after  the 
filing  of  a  foreign  application  for  the  same  invention  was  extended 
from  seven  months  to  twelve  months;  and  that  by  operation  of  law 
his  application  was  revived,  and  he  is  entitled  to  proceed  to  patent 
under  the  present  law.  To  so  interpret  the  act  of  March  3,  1S03, 
would  be  to  make  it  apply  to  appUontions  pending  at  the  date  of  its 
passage.    This  court  has  decided  in  the  present  term  that  the  act  of 
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March  3,  1903,  oannot  ba  construed  to  operate  retroactively,  and, 
therefore,  does  not  apply  to  applications  pending  at  the  date  of  its 
passage.     {De  Ferranti  v.  Lindmark,  aiUe,  363 ;  184  O.  O.,  615.) 

The  only  questim,  however,  involved  in  tiiis  interfeRnce  ppoceed- 
ing  being  one  of  priority  of  invention,  it  is  unnecessary  to  determine 
what  right  either  of  the  parties  ultimately  may  have  to  a  patent 
under  their  pending  applications.  The  decision  of  the  OommissioDer 
of  Patents,  so  far  as  this  proceeding  is  concerned,  must  be  affirmed. 
The  clerk  is  directed  to  certify  these  proceedings,  as  required  by  law. 
Affirmed. 


[Court  ot  AppralB  o(  tbe  tilHlrIrt  ■>[  Columbia.l 

Battle  Cbeek  Sanitahium  Company,  Limited,  v.  Fuller. 

Decided  February  IS,  1908. 

134  O.  O-  128e;  30  Aw»,  D.  C,  411. 

1.  Tbade- Masks — Oppositiom — Leate  to  Aukhd. 

A  demurrer  to  a  Dotlce  ot  opposition  bnvlng  been  aastaliied  by  tbe  Bx- 
amiDer  ot  Interferences  on  the  grouod  tbat  tbe  opponent  did  not  alletce 
tbat  It  bad  used  the  mark  on  goods  of  substantlallj  tbe  same  descriptive 
properties  as  applicant's,  tbe  appropriate  time  to  r^  leave  to  amend  was 
when  the  demnrrer  was  anstalned,  and  wben  the  case  came  before  the 
C<M9jnln(oner  on  appeal  It  was  discretionary  with  btai  t«  allow  or  to  refuse 
tbe  leave  to  amend. 

2.  Sauk — Saub—"  Health  Food"  Dbscbiptitil 

Tbe  words  "  Health  Food  "  as  applied  to  bread,  crackers,  etc.,  are  clearly 
descriptive  of  the  goods  with  which  they  are  used  and  cannot  be  appro- 
priated and  registered  as  a  technical  trade-mark. 

3.  Saue — Same— Necessabt  Allbgatiohs. 

It  Is  not  sufficient  for  an  opponent  to  say  that  he  believes  h?  would  be 
damaged  by  the  registration  of  applicant's  mark.  He  must  allege  some 
hot  showing  an  Interest  in  tbe  stibject-aiatter  from  wbich  damage  might 
be  inferred. 

4.  Saue — Saue — Sauk 

A  party  who  has  not  ased  a  mark  as  a  trade-mark  upon  goods  of  a  like 
description  to  applicant's  can  suffer  no  damage  from  Its  re^stratlon  by 
the  latter,  (Mcllhenny'a  Son  v.  Neic  Iberia  Extract  of  TabOKo  Pepper  Co., 
ante,  325;  133  O.  G.,  0i>5.>  and  a  notice  of  opposition  which  alleges  merely 
that  the  opponwt  used  tbe  mark  In  Its  advertlstng-matter  Is  demurrable. 

Mr.  F.  L.  Ohappell  and  Mr.  Otis  A.  Eari  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  Fritz  «.  Srieaen  for  the  appellee. 

Shfpard,  J.! 

Frank  Fuller,  on  December  2,  1905,  filed  an  application  for  the 
registration  of  a  trade-mark  consisting  of  the  words  "  Health  Food," 
alleging  that  the  same  had  been  used  by  him  continuously  since  the 
year  1874  as  a  trade-mark  applied  to  bread,  crackers,  wafers,  sticks. 
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puffs,  biscuits  and  buns  made  of  wbeat-flour,  and  alao  of  mixed  wheat 
and  oat  flour,  etc  It  has  been  displayed  on  the  packages  containing 
the  goods. 

This  trade-mark  was  allowed  as  entitled  to  registration  undar  what 
is  called  the  "  ten-yeare  clause  "  «•  proviso  of  section  6  of  the  Trade- 
Mark  Act  of  February  20,  1905,  and  publication  was  ordered  and 
made  as  required  by  section  6  of  said  act.  On  December  16,  1906, 
the  Battle  Creek  Sanitarium  Company  Limited,  of  Battle  Creek, 
Michigan,  filed  its  opposition  to  the  registration  of  the  said  trade- 
mark.   Hw  grounds  of  this  opposition  are  sobstantially  as  follows : 

1,  Tbe  Battle  Creek  Saaitarinm  Company.  Limited.  Is  engaged  in  the  mana- 
factnre,  and  sale  of  food  products,  among  otiiera  of  bread,  crackers,  wafers, 
sticks,  and  tbe  Hke.  2.  It  Is  closelj  associated  wltb  the  Sanltas  Nut  Pood 
Company,  Limited,  wtalcb  Is  largriy  engaged  In  tbe  mannfactnre  and  sale  of 
foodSt  Ofvoneat  being  tbe  selling  company  for  tbe  foods  manufactured  by  tbe 
Sanltas  Company  aforesaid.  3.  Ttiat  said  companies  use  In  tbeir  "  advertlslns 
matter  tbe  words  '  Healtb  Food '  or  words  of  similar  Import,  and  bave  made 
use  of  tbe  same  for  a  period  of  about  twenty-elgbt  years  last  past."  4.  That 
It  la  btitoTcd  tbat  tbe  registration  of  tlie  term  "  Healtb  Food  "  wUl  Interfere 
with  rigbta  of  tbe  opposer.  aOd  Its  associates  In  business.  5.  Tbat  tbe  words 
"  Healtb  Food  "  do  not  constitute  a  valid  trade-mark,  because  deacrlptlfe.  9. 
That  tbe  United  SUtes  Circuit  Conrt  of  Appeals  for  tbe  Second  Circuit  in 
Fviler  V.  Huff  (C.  D.,  1900,  3fil ;  92  O.  G.,  1020;  104  Fed.  Rep.,  141.  145)  baa 
beld  tbat  tbe  term  "  Healtb  Food  "  cannot  be  a  tecbnka)  trade-mark  because 
descriptive. 

This  opposition  was  demurred  to  by  Fuller,  on  the  following 
grounds: 

1.  The  opposition  does  not  state  facts  anfflcleit  to  connitnte  a  canse  of  actkm. 
2.  Tbe  opposition  does  not  show  in  what  manner  tbe  opponent  would  be  Injured 
by  tbe  registration  of  the  mark.  S.  That  paragraplts  Sve  and  sU  of  tbe  oppo- 
BltloQ  If  tme  woQld  not  bar  tbe  applicant's  right  to  register.  4.  lliat  tbe 
opposition  Is  defcctlTe  t>ecau»e  the  Sanltas  Nut  Food  Company  is  not  a  parly. 
S.  Tlie  oppoflltlon  Is  bad  in  tbat  tbe  opponent  does  not  show  tbat  It  or  tbe 
Sanltas  Food  Co.  has  nsed  tbe  words  "  Health  Food  "  or  a  colorable  imitation 
of  tbe  same  oa  merchandise  of  Bubstantlallj^tbe  same  descriptlTe  properties  as 
tbose  set  forth  In  tbe  application,  or  on  labels,  signs,  prints,  psckagca.  wrappers 
or  receptacles  Intended  to  be  used  upon  or  In  connection  witb  the  sale  of  mer- 
chandise of  substantially  tbe  same  descrlptlTe  properties  as  those  set  forth  in 
tbe  reglatration. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  overruled  grounds  1,  2,  and  4  of 
the  demurrer,  but  sustained  grounds  3  and  5.  Without  asking  leave 
to  amend  the  allegations  of  the  opposition  to  which  the  said  objec- 
tions applied,  the  opponent  appealed  to  the  Commissioner.  The  Com- 
missioner affirmed  the  decision  and  denied  the  opponent  leave  to  amend 
the  opposition  in  order  that  it  might  allege  the  use  of  the  trade-mark 


...Google 


372      DECISIOKS  OF  UNITED  STATES  COUBTS  IN  PATENT  CASES. 

by  it  upon  its  merchandise.  (C.  D.,  1907,  180;  128  O.  G.,  2837.) 
This  objection  was  called  to  the  attention  of  the  opponent  by  the 
fifth  ground  of  demurrer,  and  the  appropriate  time  to  ask  leave  to 
amend  was  when  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  sustained  that  ground 
of  the  demurrer.  When  the  case  came  before  the  Commissioner  on 
appeal  it  was  discretionary  with  him  to  allow  or  to  refuse  the  leave 
to  amend.  Under  the  conditions  stated  there  was  no  abuse  of  that 
discretion,  and  we  need  not  pause  to  consider  whether  such  an  amend- 
ment, setting  up  a  new  ground  of  opposition,  would  be  equivalent 
to  a  new  opposition,  and  therefore  not  permissible  because  the  period 
within  which  opposition  can  be  made  had  elapsed. 

It  is  true,  as  contended  by  the  appellant,  that  the  words  "  Health 
Food  "  cannot  be  appropriated  and  registered  as  a  technical  trade- 
mark, because  they  are  clearly  descriptive  of  the  goods  with  which 
they  are  used.  (Trade-Mark  Act,  sec.  5.)  The  right  to  register  is 
claimed  under  the  "  ten-years  "  proviso  of  the  same  section,  which 
reads  as  follows : 

And  providrd  further:  TUat  notbing  herein  shnll  prevent  tbe  reglBtratlon  of 
any  mark  used  by  the  applicant  or  blB  predeceswrs,  or  by  those  from  whom  the 
title  Ib  derived,  in  commerce  with  foreign  natloDB.  or  among  tbe  seTeral  States, 
or  with  Indian  tribes,  which  was  In  actnal  and  excluatve  use  as  a  trade-marlc 
of  the  applicant  or  his  predecessors  from  whom  be  derived  title  for  t«o  jears 
next  preceding  tbe  paaaase  of  tlile  act. 

In  construing  this  proviso,  in  a  recent  case,  it  was  said  by  Mr. 
Justice  McComas: 

The  last  proviso  of  section  9,  as  amended  and  passed,  was  not  intended  to 
provide  for  the  registration  of  technical  trade-marlis.  for  such  marks  had  been 
cared  for  elsewhere  lu  this  net.  This  proviso  [lermltted  the  reglBtratlon  of 
markB,  not  la  either  of  the  classes  prohibited  by  this  section,  if  Buch  marks 
were  in  actual  and  exclusive  use  as  a  trade-mark  for  ten  jears  next  preceding 
the  iwBsage  of  the  act-  In  respect  of  technical  trade-marks,  this  proviso  was 
absolutely  useless.  It  was  Intended  to  save  the  right  of  registration  to  tbe  marks 
described  In  the  proviso. 

The  section  bud  prohibited  the  registration  of  immoral  or  scandalous  matter 
and  public  insignia  as  trade-marks,  no  matter  how  long  tbe  same  bad  been 
before  registered,  and  tbe  proviso  only  extended  tbe  right  of  registration  to 
marks  not  within  either  of  the  prohibited  classes,  if  such  marks  bad  been  in 
actnal  and  exclusive  use  aa  a  trade-mark  during  tbe  ten  years  next  preceding 
the  iiassage  of  the  act.  (/»  re  Cahn,  Belt  iC  Co.,  C.  D.,  1000,  627;  122  O.  G., 
354;  27  App.  1>.  t'.,  173,  177;  see.  also,  yatural  Food  Co.  v.  Wllllanu,  on(e,320; 
133  O.  G.,  232.) 

When  an  application  for  registration  is  made  under  the  said  pro- 
viso, it  is  the  duty  of  tbe  Commissioner  to  determine  whether  the 
applicant  has  brought  his  claim  within  its  terms.  He  represents  the 
genernl  public  interest  in  such  matters  as  he  does  in  the  case  of  appli- 
cations fur  patent::.    If  -satisfied  of  the  (nith  of  the  representations,  as 
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be  was  in  the  matter' o£  Puller's  ai^lkstion^  it  was  his  duty  to  order 
puUication.    Witiun  thirty  days  after  this  publication — 
any  peracm  wbo  believes  be  would  be  damaged  by  tbe  regtBtratiom  of  h  mark 
may  oppose  tbe  same  by  flltng  notice  of  tbe  same,  stating  the  groands  thereof 
•    •    '.    (Sec  6.) 

It  is  not  sufficient  for  the  exponent  to  say  that  be  believes  he  would 
be  damaged.  He  must  allege  some  fact  diowing  an  interest  in  the 
subject-matter  from  which  damage  might  be  inferred.  If  he  has  not 
used  the  mark  as  a  tradennaik  apcm  goods  of  a  like  description  he 
can  suffer  no  damage  from  its  registration  by  another.  {Mcllhermy^s 
Son  V.  New  Iberia  Extract  of  Tabasco  Pepper  Co.,  ante,  320;  133 
O.  a,  995.) 

There  is  no  such  allegation  in  this  opposition.  The  allegation  is 
that  the  opponent  "  uses  in  its  advertising  matter  the  words  *  Health 
Food  '  or  words  of  similar  purport,"  and  has  so  used  them  for  about 
twenty-eight  years.  No  trade-mark  right  grows  out  of  the  mere 
invention  or  discovery  of  the  word  or  syrabc^  but  out  of  its  use  as 
such.  {Trade-Mark  Cases,  C.  D.,  1879,  619 ;  16  O.  G.,  999 ;  100  U.  S., 
8S,  94.)  To  constitute  a  trade-matk  use,  the  mark  must  be  attached 
or  applied  to  the  goods.  {Columbia  MiU  Co.  v.  Alcorn,  C.  D.,  1893, 
672;  65  O.  G.,  1916;  150  U.  S.,  460,  464.)  Property  in  it  can  only 
be  acquired  by  the  actual  application  of  it  to  goods  of  a  oertain  class, 
so  that  it  serves  to  indicate  the  origin  of  the  goods,  that  is  to  say, 
identify  them  with  the  particular  manufacturer  or  trader,  and  to 
distinguish  than  from  similar  goods.  {U.  S.  v.  Braun,  39  Fed.  Bep., 
775;  28  Encyc.  L.,  p.  346.)  The  mere  advertisement  of  the  words  or 
symbol  without  application  to  the  goods  themselves  is  insufficient  to 
constitute  a  trade-mark.  As  tliis  is  all  that  was  claimed  in  tiie  o[^>osi- 
tion,  the  Commissioner  was  right  in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  it  on 
that  ground.  As  this  is  sufficient  to  dispose  of  the  case,  it  nay  be 
remarked  of  the  paragraph  setting  up  the  decision  of  the  circuit 
court  of  appeals  in  FuUer  v.  Huff  (C.  D.,  1900,  351;  92  O.  G.,  1620; 
104  Fed.  Rep.,  141)  that  the  decree  of  that  court  is  cot  pleaded  as 
decisive  of  the  question  involved  here;  nor  could  it  avail  the  opposi- 
tion if  it  bad  becD  so  pleaded.  FuUer  sued  Huff,  who  represented  the 
Battle  Creek  Sanitarium  Company,  apparently,  not  for  the  infringe- 
ment of  a  trade-mark,  but  for  unfair  competition  in  trade,  and  ob- 
■  tained  a  decree  against  him.  In  discussing  the  case,  the  Court  said 
that  the  words  would  not  constitute  a  technical  trade-mark  because 
descriptive;  and  in  this  it  was  undoubtedly  correct.  But  the  question 
of  trade-mark  was  not  involved,  and  Fuller,  as  we  have  seen,  is  not 
asking  for  registration,  on  that  ground,  but  under  the  "ten-years 
clause  "  or  proviso, 

W025— H.  Doc.  1349, «0-2 ^2S  n,g,t7«ib  GoOqIc 
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The  decision  appealetl  from  will  be  affirmed,  and  this  deci^on 
certified  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  as  required  by  law.  It  is 
so  ordered.    Afirmed. 


(Court  of  Appeal!  of  the  Ulstrlct  ot  Colnmbla.] 
In  be  Spitteler  and  Kbibchb. 

Decided  April  SO.  1908. 
134  O.  Q.,  1301 ;  81  App.  D.  C,  271. 

1.  Appi.icatior— StrBJECT-MATTEB  Disclosed  ik  Prior  PATian; — Nor  GoimiruA- 

An  application  filed  within  one  ;ear  after  the  icrant  of  a  patoit  dlscloslDK 
tbe  siibject-tnatter  of  such  application  Is  not  a  contianation  of  the  applica- 
tion on  which  such  patent  wae  granted  and  iB  not  entitled  to  tbe  benefit 
of  the  date  of  such  prior  application.  Although  the  claims  of  tbe  second 
application  were  made  In  tbe  prior  application,  on  which  the  patent  was 
granted,  and  could  have  been  divided  out  therefrom,  and  the  date  of  the 
prior  nppllcHtloD  could  have  been  thus  secured,  when  the  patoit  waa 
granted  the  application  was  merged  in  the  patent,  the  proceeding  was  closed, 
and  there  was  nottalng  to  be  continued. 

2.  Same— DocTBine  or  ConTinuino  Applicatiors  Not  to  de  Extenoed. 

Tbe  rule  which  permits  a  divisional  application  to  rdate  back  to  the 
filing  date  of  tbe  original,  which  also  discloses  Its  subject-matter,  as  long 
as  It  remaiDH  open  In  tbe  Patent  Office  Is  a  ver?  liberal  one  that  sometimes 
works  hardship  upon  Intermediate  Inventors,  and  it  ought  not  to  be  extended 
to  cases  not  clearly  within  It 

Mt.  J.  L.  Norrisy  Jr.,  for  the  appellant. 

Mr,  Webster  S.  Ruckman  for  the  Commissioner  of  PateDts, 

Shepahd,  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
denying  an  application  for  a  patent,  having  the  following  claims: 

1.  The  berein-descrlbed  composition  of  matter  consisting  of  Insoluble  casein 
and  formaldehyde. 

2.  As  a  new  manufacture  a  material  consisting  of  Insoluble  non-absorlieDt 
casein  and  characterized  by  hardness  and  tenaclty. 

3.  Solid,  non-absorbent  casein. 

4.  Solid  casein,  capable  of  resisting  the  action  of  water. 

5.  Solid  casein,  characterized  by  toughness  and  elnstlclty. 

6.  Solid,  nwi-absorbent  casein,  characterized  by  toughness  and  elasticity. 

T.  Solid,  non-nbsorbent  casein  of  substantially  uniform  density,  characterized 
by  toughness  and  elasticity. 

8.  As  a  new  manufacture,  plates,  boards  or  blocks  of  solid  casein,  character- 
ized by  todghnesB  and  to  some  extent  by  fieslblllty  and  resilience. 

9,  As  a  new  manufacture,  waterproof  or  non-nbsorbent  plates,  boards  or 
blocks  of  solid  casein,  characterized  by  tougbneBs  and  to  some  extent  by  fieil- 
blltty  and  resilience. 
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10.  Ad  &  new  manufacture,  hardened,  solid,  hydrated  casein,  cbaracterized  by 
toughaesa,  realltence.  and  substantially  anlfom  doislty,  and  the  particles  of 
wblch  have  been  compacted  by  a  shrinking  t<«etber  of  the  mass  lu  drying. 

11.  As  B  new  manafacture  an  article  made  of  some  known  substance  coated 
wltb  a  materia)  consisting  of  Insoluble  casein  and  characterised  by  bardness, 
t^iaclt;  and  resistance  to  water. 

12.  As  a  new  mannfactnre  an  article  made  of  some  known  substance  Impreg- 
nated wltb  a  material  consisting  of  Insoluble  casein  and  characterized  by 
hardness,  tenacity  and  resistance  to  water. 

The  record  shows  that  these  applicants  filed  an  application  Oct(rf)€r 
20,  1897,  which  contained  claims  for  the  process  of  manufacturing 
water-resisting  products  from  casein,  and  also  the  product  of  said 
process.  The  Primary  Examiner  held  that  as  there  were  separate 
inventions,  a  patent  could  not  issue  for  both  under  the  rules  of  the 
Office,  and  that  the  applicants  must  limit  their  claims  to  one  or  the 
other  of  the  inventions.  They  complied  with  this  rule  by  limiting 
their  claims  to  the  process,  and  a  patent  was  issued  to  them  therefor 
on  April  3, 1900.  On  April  2, 1901,  they  filed  the  present  application 
for  patent  for  the  said  product  claiming  the  same  as  a  division  of  the 
original  application.  It  also  appears  that  the  applicants  had  applied 
for  a  British  patent  while  the  original  application  was  pending  and 
obtained  the  same  on  February  15,  1898,  which  covered  both  the 
process  and  the  product  of  that  application. 

The  divisional  application  having  been  allowed,  an  interference 
was  declared  between  them  and  one  William  Hall  on  an  application 
filed  May  13, 1899.  The  Examiner  of  Interferences,  and  in  turn,  the 
Examiners-in-Chief  awarded  priority  to  Spitteler  and  Krische.  On 
appeal  to  the  Commissioner,  he  refused  to  decide  the  question  of 
priority;  and  dissolved  the  interference.  The  reason  assigned  was 
that  as  the  British  patent  to  Spitteler  and  Krische  had  been  issued 
and  published  more  than  two  years  before  the  date  of  their  second 
application,  it  was  a  bar  to  the  issue  of  patent  to  th^n  thereon  under 
the  provisions  of  section  4886,  Revised  Statutes. 

On  return  of  the  application  to  the  Primary  Examiner,  it  was' 
denied  by  him,  and  his  denial  was  affirmed  on  appeal  to  the  Examiners- 
in-Cbief.  Both  of  these  tribunals  held  that  the  question  of  appli- 
cants' right  to  a  patent  had  been  settled  by  the  Oommissioiier's 
decision  in  the  interference.  On  appeal  therefrom,  the  present  Com- 
missioner adhered  to  the  opinion  of  his  predecessor,  and  affirmed  the 
decision  denying  the  patent.  From  that  decision  this  appeal  has  been 
prosecuted. 

The  contention  of  the  applicants  was  that  the  present  application 
must  be  regarded  as  a  division  of  the  original  application,  and  henoe 
as  a  continuation  of  the  same  because  it  had  been  filed  within  a  year 
from  the  last  action  of  the  Office  on  said  original  application,  namely, 
the  issue  of  the  patent  thereon. 
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In  denying  that  contrition,  the  Commissioner  relied  on  his  former 
decision  in  the  case  of  in  re  Wagner,  oa  June  26,  1900.  In  Hiat 
decision  it  was  said : 

Tbe  present  application  Is  a  dlvlalon  of  au  appllcatton  filed  Joae  30,  1860^ 
nearly  a  year  after  the  grant  of  patent  for  the  apparatus.  Under  tbese  ciretun- 
stancee  It  must  be  held  that  tbe  present  application  cannot  be  ctmaldered  as  a 
division  of  tte  application  wblcb  resulted  in  the  patent  ot  July  12.  ISBS.  since 
there  1b  do  eontinulty  between  tbem.  After  tbls  patent  was  Issued  tbere  wae  a 
period  of  nearly  one  year  In  wblcb.  so  far  as  the  records  of  this  Office  show, 
no  effort  wag  made  by  tbe  applicant  to  secure  a  patent  on  tbe  process.  •  •  • 
It  Is  evident  that  if  there  Is  a  period  between  the  two  applications  during  wbitA 
n^tber  one  of  tbem  could  under  any  drcamstancea  be  considered  by  tbe  Office 
there  is  sucb  a  break  In  tbe  continuity  ot  tbe  two  that  one  cannot  be  a  dlvialoB 
of  tbe  otlKT. 

The  question  has  never  been  decided  by  this  court.  Although  in  re 
Wagner  was  appealed  to  this  couirt  its  decision  tamed  upon  another 
point.  (In  re  Wagner,  C.  D.,  1903,  629;  106  O.  G.,  1783;  22  App. 
D.  C,  267.)      ■ 

This  court  has  held  in  other  cases  that  where  an  original  applica- 
tion disclosing  two  inventions  that  have  been  declared  separate  and 
distinct,  is  pending  in  the  Office,  a  divisional  application  is  to  be 
regarded  as  a  continuation  of  the  first,  so  as  to  give  the  applicant 
the  benefit  of  the  filing  date  of  the  same.  {Duryea  v.  Bice,  C.  D., 
1907,  443;  126  O.  G.,  1357;  28  App.  D.  C,  423,  425,  and  cases  cited; 
see  also  Lota  v.  Kenny,  post,  467;  135  O.  G.,  1801.  Had  the  appli- 
cants filed  their  second  application  as  a  division  of  the  first,  before 
tbe  issue  of  the  patent  thereon,  thej  would  have  brought  themselves 
within  the  rule  established  by  the  foregoing  decisions.  But  having 
amended  that  application  so  as  to  conform  to  the  ruling  of  the 
Examiner,  it  was  merged  in  the  patent  issued  thereon.  After  that 
there  was  no  application  pending  in  the  Office  as  a  foundation  for 
division.  The  proceeding  having  been  closed  by  the  issue  of  the 
patent,  there  was  nothing  to  be  continued.  The  rule  which  permits 
'a  divisional  application  to  relate  back  to  the  filing  date  of  the  origi- 
nal which  also  discloses  its  subject-matter,  as  long  as  it  remains  open 
in  tbe  Patent  Office,  is  a  very  liberal  one  that  somriimes  works  hard- 
ship upon  intermediate  inventors,  and  it  ought  not  to  be  eztoided  to 
cases  not  clearly  within  it. 

The  applicants  further  ctmtend  that  they  are  entitled  to  relate  back 
to  the  date  of  the  original  application  by  virtue  of  the  provisiuis  of 
section  4894,  Revised  Statutes.    That  section  provides  that:     . 

All  applications  for  patents  shall  be  completed  and  prepared  for  examlnatliHi 
within  one  year  after  tbe  filing  of  the  application,  and  in  default  thereof,  or 
upon  failure  of  the  applicant  to  prosecute  tlie  same  wltliin  one  year  after 
action  therein  of  which  notice  shall  have  been  given  to  the  applicants,  tliey 
shall  be  regarded  as  abandoned  by  the  parties  thereto,  unless  it  be  sbowD  to 
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It  is  argued  that  the  issue  of  the  patent  on  the  original  application 
was  "  action  therein,"  as  contemplated  by  this  section,  and  that  the 
divisional  application  was  a  prosecution  of  the  same  within  one  year 
thereafter.  We  do  not  think  that  the  conditions  presented  by  this 
case  are  within  the  contemplation  of  the  aection.  It  necessarily 
occurs  that  applicants  for  patents  meet  often  with  objections  before 
their  applications  are  properly  prepared  for  allowance,  which  call 
for  changes  and  amendments  to  obviate  the  same.  In  all  such  cases 
the  statute  gives  the  applicant  one  year  after  notice  within  which 
to  continue  the  prosecution  of  his  application.  When  the  application 
has  been  allowed  and  the  applicant  fails  to  pay  the  patent  fee 
within  six  months  after  notice,  his  case  comes  under  the  provisions 
of  section  4897,  Revised  Statutes,  which  fixes  the  time  within,  and  the 
conditions  upon  which  he  may  renew  his  application.  {Cain  v.  Parky 
C.  D.,  1899,  278 ;  86  O.  G.,  797;  14  App.  D.  C,  42, 46.) 

On  the  other  hand,  when  the  applicant  pays  his  fee  and  receives 
his  patent  the  purpose  of  his  application  is  accomplished ;  its  prose- 
cution has  come  to  an  end.  The  final  act  of  issuing  the  patent  is  not 
an  action  in  the  case,  as  contemplated  in  section  4894,  calling  for,  or 
authorizing  further  prosecution  of  the  application,  but  is  the  final 
evidence  of  the  successful  termination  of  the  prosecution.  For  the 
same  reason  that  there  was  no  longer  a  pending  application  for 
division,  there  was  none  for  prosecution. 

The  Conuniasioner  was  right  in  treating  the  present  application 
as  an  original  one,  and  subjecting  it  to  the  same  rule  that  would  apply 
in  the  case  of  any  other  applicant  of  the  same  date. 

The  decision  will  be  affirmed,  and  this  decision  certified  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Patents  as  required  by  law.  It  is  so  ordered. 
Affirmed. 

[Court  ot  Awr^a  of  tbe  District  of  Columbla.1 

Bhill  jrr  au  V.  The  Washinqton  Railway  and  Electric  Co. 

Decided  January  S,  1908. 

134  O.  G..  ineS;  30  App.  D.  C  255. 

pATSim — I  nranrauncNT — Couitt. 

Id  a  suit  In  equity  to  enjoin  the  tntrlnteiDcnt  of  certain  patents  wbere 
It  appeared  that  tbe  question  of  tlielr  validity  bad  been  decided  adTeraely 
by  tbe  United  Stntee  Circuit  Conrt  of  Appeals  for  tbe  Third  Circuit  and 
that  that  decision  taad  been  followed  by  two  other  courts  In  cases  where 
tbe  real  parties  In  Uiterest  were  the  saioe,  Hel4  that  tbe  court  belon-  in-ti;-- 
erly  a|q>1ted  tbe  doctrine  of  comity  In  the  absence  of  some  nen-  and  material 
defense,  and  Its  decree  dismissing  the  bill  of  complaint  alflrmed. 
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Mr.  MelviUe  Church  and  3fr.  Francis  Rawle  for  the  appellants. 
Messrs.  Duell,  Warfield  tfe  Duell  for  the  appellee. 

Per  Cdriah  :  After  the  former  submission  of  this  cause  a  conclu- 
sion was  reached,  but  Mr.  Justice  McComas,  to  whom  the  prepara- 
tion of  the  opinioii  had  been  assigned,  died  before  it  could  be  de- 
livered and  the  decree  entered.  The  case  has  been  resubmitted  by 
stipulation  of  the  parties  to  the  two  remaining  members  of  the  court. 
Their  views  remaining  unchanged,  the  opinion  prepared  by  Mr. 
Justice  McComas  is  adopted  and  fil^  as  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
.  In  accordance  therewith  the  decree  will  be  aSinned  with  costs.  It 
is  so  ordered  by  the  court. 

The  opinion,  as  prepared  by  Mr.  Justice  McComas,  is  as  follows: 

McComas,  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decree  of  the  courts  below  on  final  hear- 
ing upon  a  bill  filed  by  John  A.  Brill  and  J.  G.  Brill  Company  to 
restrain  the  defendant,  The  Washington  Railway  and  Electric  Com- 
pany, from  infringing  upon  two  Letters  Patent  to  G.  Martin  Brill 
for  improvements  in  car-trucks  and  for  an  accounting. 

The  Letters  Patent  are  Number  627,898,  and  the  claims  in  con- 
troversy therein  are  as  follows: 

13.  The  comblnatioQ  In  a  car-tmck,  of  the  aide  framea,  the  aanl-elllptlc 
BprlngB  morablf  and  reslUentlj  suspended  from  the  aide  frames,  and  a  bolster 
secured  to  said  springs,  substantially  as  described. 

SI.  The  combination  la  s  cer-truch.  of  the  side  frames,  the  seml-elllptlc 
springs,  a  cross-bolster  resting  on  the  seml-eEllptlc  springs,  llnbs.  and  springs 
combined  with  said  links,  seld  Itnhs  deriving  their  support  from  the  side 
frames  and  connecting  the  ends  of  tbe  seml-elllptlc  springs  nitii  the  side 
frames,  substantially   as  described, 

and  Number  627,900,  wherein  the  claims  in  controversy  are  as 
follows : 

13>  In  a  car-truck,  the  combination  with  the  side  frames,  of  the  Itnka  com- 
prising bolts  pivoted  between  their  ends,  said  links  being  plvotally  snapraided 
from  the  side  frames,  longltudlnally-dlsposed  seml-elllpttc  springs  secured  to 
tbe  lower  end  of  said  bolts,  a  croEs-t>olBter  resting  on  said  springs,  and  further 
springs  Included  in  tbe  link  suspension  of  said  semi-elliptic  springs,  sub- 
stantially as  described. 

14.  In  a  car-tnick,  the  combination  witb  a  side  frame,  of  tbe  cross-bolster 
suspended  below  tbe  aide  frame  by  seml-elllptlc  springs  and  pivotal  Itnka,  said 
links  comprising  a  plurality  of  sections  ptvotally  secured  together  and  further 
springs  combined  with  said  links  to  elastlcally  suspend  said  seml-elllptlc  springs 
from  tbe  side  frame,  snbstanUaily  as  decrlbed. 

16,  In  a  car-truck,  the  combination  of  tbe  side  frames,  tbe  cross-bolster 
8U8p«ided  I>e]ow  tbe  side  frames  by  seml-elllptlc  springs  and  articulate  and 
pivoted  links,  said  links  comprising  a  plurality  of  sections  pivotaDy  secured 
together,  and  spiral  springs  about  and  combined  with  said  links  to  elastlcally 
suspend  said  aeml-elllptlc  aprlnga  from  ttie  aide  frames,  substantially  aa  de- 
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17.  The  c^onibiuallon  In  a  car-truck  having  an  upper  chord,  of  the  loogltudi- 
nally -disposed  eeml-elltptlc  BpriDgB,  a  transverse  bolster  supported  upon  said 
Hprlnga,  tlDbs  depending  from  and  flexibly  supported  on  said  upper  chord  and 
passing  through  enlarged  apertures  therein,  said  links  being  articulated  between 
their  ends,  the  ends  of  the  semi-elliptic  springs  being  supported  apon  the  lower 
articalatlon  of  said  links,  Buhstantlally  as  described. 

These  patents  bear  date  of  June  27,  1899,  tiie  latt«r  of  the  two 
patents  being  divisional  in  its  relation  to  the  former.  The  original 
application  was  filed  July  3,  1897,  and  the  divisional  application 
November  9,  1897.  Both  patents  relate  to  improvements  in  "  car- 
trucks  generally,"  but  especially  to  trucks  employed  in  passenger 
service  in  connection  with  electric  propulsion. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  John  A.  Brill,  assignee  of  the  patents  and  the 
J.  G.  Brill  Company,  manufacturers  of  car-trucks  in  Philadelphia 
and  exclusive  licensees  under  the  patents. 

The  Peckham  Motor  Truck  and  Wheel  Company  of  Kingston,  New 
York,  manufactured  the  trucks  in  controversy  and  later  passed  over 
its  plant  and  business  to  its  successor,  the  Peckham  Manufacturing 
Company. 

It  appears  that  the  present  suit  is  the  fifth  which  has  been  insti- 
tuted by  the  complainants,  the  first  having  been  prosecuted  by  John 
A.  Brill,  assignee  of  Qeorge  M.  Brill,  the  patentee,  without  joining 
the  J.  G.  Brill  Company,  the  exclusive  licensee  of  the  patent,  which 
was  joined  in  the  next  two  suits.  All  of  these  suits  involved  alleged 
infringing  constructions  of  the  same  type  as  the  Peckham  14  B3 
trucks  and  all  of  the  claims  with  which  we  are  here  concerned  were 
involved  in  the  principal  suit  in  which  there  was  a  final  adjudication. 

In  the  order  named  these  suits  were  instituted  against  North  Jersey 
Street  Railway  Company,  in  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  for 
the  District  of  New  Jersey ;  Peckham  Motor  Truck  and  Wheel  Com- 
pany et  al,  and  Peckham  Manufacturing  Company  et  at.  in  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York ; 
Anacostia  and  Potomac  River  Railway  Company,  and  the  Wash- 
ington Railway  and  Electric  Company  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
District  of  Columbia.  The  first-named  suit  proceeded  to  final  hear- 
ing. The  decree  of  the  circuit  court  in  favor  of  John  A.  Brill  was 
reversed  by  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  Third 
Circuit  and  the  case  was  remanded  to  said  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  district  of  New  Jersey  with  directions  to  enter  a  decree 
dismissing  the  bill  of  complaint  with  costs.  The  said  circuit  court 
of  appeals  decided  that  "  claim  13  of  the  Brill  Patent  No.  627,898 
and  all  the  other  claims  in  suit  which  rest  upon  the  like  combina- 
tion "  was  void  for  want  of  patentable  invention.  Claims  13  and  17  of 
T^etters  Patent  No.  627,900  were  further  declared  not  infringed. 
Claims  14  and  15  of  the  Letters  Patent  were  not  adjudicated. 
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Prelkninary  injunctions,  which  had  been  obtained  in  the  south- 
em  district  of  New  York  in  the  second  and  third  suits  before  men- 
tiooed,  based  upon  the  decision  of  the  circuit  court  in  New  Jersey  io 
favor  of  oomplainaat  were  vacsted  and  reversed  upon  appeal,  tbe 
Circuit  Court  of  the  Soutltem  District  of  New  York  and  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  of  the  Second  Circuit  having  by  ccHuity  followed 
tlie  decision  and  decree  of  tbe  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  Third 
Circuit.  The  suit  against  the  Anaoostia  and  Potomac  River  B^lway 
Company  was  disoontinued. 

It  sufficiently  appears  from  the  record  that  the  present  suit  in- 
volves the  same  complainants,  the  J.  G.  Brill  Company  being  one  of 
a  combinaticffi  of  several  ctHupanies  and  having  been  in  privity  with 
Jc^n  A.  Brill  in  the  suit  in, tbe  Circuit  Court  for  New  Jersey;  that 
the  manufacturer  of  the  alleged  infringing  trucks  is  and  was  the 
real  defendant  in  each  case;  that  the  Peckbam  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany is  the  successor  to  tbe  Peckham  Motor  and  Wheel  Company 
and  that  the  same  type  of  alleged  infringing  construction  and  the 
same  claim  of  the  same  Letters  Patent  with  the  exception  of  claims 
14  and  15  of  Letters  Patent  No.  627,900,  which  were  invtdved  in  the 
New  Jersey  suit  and  as  to  which  no  decree  was  entered  are  involved 
herein. 

The  oomplainants  in  this  case  have  produced  the  same  expert,  and, 
with  some  exceptions,  tbe  same  witnesses  who  testified  in  the  NorUi 
Jersey  suit,  and  all  of  the  testimony  oovers  the  same  ground.  The 
defendants  herein  have  fctf'  the  Brst  time  produced  two  witJiesses, 
alleged  experts  in  Patent  Office  proceedings,  and  have  cited  addi- 
tkmal  patents  as  references.  Tbe  subject-matt«r  of  this  suit  was  ad- 
judicated by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  T%ird  Circuit.  The 
{»«8ent  and  prior  cases  are  stages  of  the  same  controversy  between 
OHnpeting  truck-builders. 

Judge  Bradford  in  the  court  below  in  the  N«^  Jersey  suit  justly 
remarked  that  it  was  admitted  on  the  part  of  the  complainant  that 
unless  the  suit  be  maintained  with  respect  to  claim  13  it  cannot  be 
maintained  as  to  any  of  the  claims  of  Patent  No.  627,898.  The  same 
admission  and  conclusion  must  be  taken  as  true  of  claims  13  and  17 
of  Patent  No.  627,900,  because  these  claims  cover  all  that  is  material 
in  this  suit. 

The  patMits  in  suit  bel<mged  to  an  art  in  whidk  very  many  patents 
have  beui  granted  for  trucks  adapted  for  use  with  vehicles  propelled 
by  steam  or  horse  power  and  later,  as  dectric  motors  have  come  into 
use,  the  art  of  truck  otmstruction,  whether  relating  to  car-trucks  gen- 
erally or  to  tru<^  employed  in  passenger  service  in  connection  with 
electric  propulsicm,  has  with  conv«uent  modifioation  been  applied 
to  modem  uses. 

The  claims  with  which  we  are  here  concerned  in  Patent  No.  627,898, 
involve  a  truck-frame,  spring-links  suspending    from  the    truck- 
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frame,  semi-elliptic  springs  connecting  tbe  links,  and  means  (a 
bolster)  for  connecting  the  semi-elliptic  springs  with  the  car-body. 

Claims  13,  14,  15,  and  17  of  Patent  No.  627,900  embody  the  same 
element  but  particularly  relate  to  the  details  of  spring-linlE  construc- 
tion, and  this  patent  being  divisional,  relates  more  specifically  to  tbe 
precise  form  of  link  construction  illustrated  therein. 

In  the  specification  of  Patent  No.  627,898  Brill  disclaims  the  loca- 
tion of  the  spring-links  and  semi-elliptic  springs.  This  disclaimer 
involves  two  admissions  which  appear  to  preclude  the  complainants' 
claim  in  this  controversy.  It  appears  that  all  of  the  claims  of  the 
two  patents  in  suit  are  invalid  either  as  anticipated  in  the  prior  art 
or  lacking  in  patentable  invention. 

We  strongly  incline  to  the  opinion  that  these  claims  disclose  no 
patentable  invention  over  the  Thyng  patent,  and  that  it  did  not  in- 
volve patentable  invention  to  substitute  in  the  Thyng  combination 
of  spring-supported  bolster  and  non-elastic  hangers,  the  spring- 
hangers  or  spring-supported  hangers  of  the  Beach,  Haskins,  Brill, 
and  Curwen,  or  other  patents,  or  at  least  that  the  claims  of  Brill's 
patents  must  be  limited  to  the  specific  form  of  hangers  disclosed  in 
said  patents  and  when  so  limited  in  view  of  the  prior  art  the  de- 
fendant's structure  does  not  infringe  the  claims  in  suit  under  Brill's 
patent  We  do  not  intend  to  discuss  these  propositions,  nor  state  the 
grounds  which  incline  us  to  adopt  these  conclusions. 

In  this  protracted  litigation  we  are  convinced  that  the  claims  of 
cwnity  ^ould  be  regarded  and  we  should  respect  the  decision  of  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  Third  Circuit  which  decided  this 
controversy  adversely  to  the  appellant  here.  We  strongly  incline  to 
agree  with  the  opinion  of  Judge  Acheson  speaking  for  that  tribunal. 
The  court  below  followed  that  opinion  and  decision.  The  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  of  the  Second  Circuit  appears  to  have  followed  it. 
Comity  applies  only  to  questions  which  have  been  actually  decided 
and  which  arose  under  the  same  facts.  The  able  and  ingenuous  argu- 
ment of  appellants'  counsel  has  failed  to  convince  us  that  there  is  a 
material  difference  between  the  case  we  here  review  and  that  deter- 
mined by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  Third  Circuit.  The 
real  parties  to  each  litigation  are  the  same,  the  real  questions  involved 
are  the  same;  the  difference  in  witnesses  and  in  testimony  are  not 
enou^  to  vary  the  conclusion  reached  by  that  court.  The  additional 
references  and  the  testimony  of  Freeman  and  Sanders  are  peraua^ve. 
As  the  Supreme  Court  has  said  in  Mast,  Foos  <6  Co.  t.  Stover  Mfg. 
Co.,  (C.  D.,  1900,  285;  91  O.  G.,  1289;  177  U.  S.,  485,  489:) 

The  oblfgatloD  to  follow  the  decisions  of  oth«r  courts  In  patent  cases  ot  conrse 
Incresws  In  proportion  to  the  number  of  courts  wblch  bflve  pni^Rpil  upon  the 
I,  and  tbe  conoordnnce  of  opinion  Diay  lieve  b^n  so  general  aa  to  becoDM 
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a  controlling  anthorlty.  So,  too,  1(  k  prior  adjudication  hae  followed  a  final 
bearing  upon  pleadings  and  proofs,  especially  after  a  protracted  litigation, 
greater  weight  should  be  given  to  It  than  if  it  were  made  upon  a  motion  for  a 
preliminary  luJuncflDQ.  These  are  sabstantlally  the  views  embodied  in  a  num- 
b^  of  well-coneldered  cases  In  the  circuit  courts  and  circut  courts  of  appeals. 
(Uacbelb  v.  Oillinder,  5i  Fed.  Rep.,  169;  Electric  Man«facl«nng  Co.  v.  EdUon 
Electric  Light  Co.,  61  Fed.  Rep.,  834;  8.  C,  18  U.  S.  App.,  637;  Editon  Electric 
Light  Co.  V.  beacon  Vacuum  Pump  4  Electrical  Co.,  54  Fed.  Rep.,  6T8,  and  cases 
cited;  Beach  v.  Hobbg,  G.  D.,  1899,  372;  87  O.  O.,  1960;  82  Fed.  Kep.,  916;  8.  V., 
63  U.  S.  App.,  626;  see^  also,  f/ewall  v.  WUgon,  2  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.,  282.) 

The  appellants'  additional  evidence  here  that  the  truck  in  suit  is 
the  highest  development  of  the  art  does  not  ansver  the  argument  of 
Judge  Acheson.  Uebelacker,  the  patentee  of  the  patent  under  which 
the  defendant  justifies,  it  is  true,  testified  to  what  may  appear  at- 
tempted piracy  of  the  Brill  construction,  although  the  witness  quali- 
fies his  statement  and  says  he  did  not  intend  to  copy  it.  But  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeab  concluded  that  at  the  time  the  appellee's 
structure  was  adopted  it  had  the  absolute  right  to  make,  use,  and  sell 
the  truck  designed  by  Uebelacker  for  the  Peckham  Motor  Truck  and 
"Wheel  Company,  and  the  witness  further  testified  that  he  was  famil- 
iar with  the  Thyng  and  Haskins'  patents  and  did  not  regard  the 
spring  arrangement  of  the  Brill  truck  therefore  as  anything  new  in 
the  art.  It  is  true  that  the  relative  importance  of  di0erent  patents 
relied  on  in  the  New  Jersey  case  and  in  this  to  show  that  the  appel- 
lants' patents  are  invalid  or  not  infringed  is  differently  valued  in  the 
two  different  suits.  It  appears  to  us  that  the  New  Jersey  court  has 
found  enough  to  justify  its  conclusion  that  the  patentee  Brill  made  a 
substitution  which  may  have  secured  better  results,  but  which  did  not 
involve  invention;  nor  in  our  opinion  did  that  court  err  in  holding 
that  the  disclaimer  we  before  quoted  is  a  solemn  confession  of  priority 
in  favor  of  Brill  or  Curwen  or  in  concluding  that  the  only  difference, 
between  the  combination  shown  and  claimed  by  Brill  and  Curwen  and 
the  principal  combination  of  the  claims  involved  in  that  suit  (as  in 
this)  was  that  the  latter  claims  called  for  a  semi-elliptic  spring  for 
connecting  the  links,  instead  of  equalizing-bars,  nor  did  the  court  err, 
in  our  opinion,  in  saying  that  it  was  old  to  use  semi-elliptic  springs 
for  connecting  the  links.  If  patentable  invention  is  lacking  in  the 
claims  of  the  parent  patent  it  appears  that  the  claims  of  the  second 
patent  must  fall  within  the  claims  of  the  first  patent  when  broadly 
construed.  At  least  if  claims  14  and  15  are  valid  when  specifically 
construed  the  appellee  does  not  appear  to  have  Infringed  these  claims. 

We  are  convinced  that  it  was  proper  and  expedient  for  the  court 
below  to  apply  the  doctrine  of  comity  to  this  case,  and  that  the 
decree  of  the  court  below  dismissing  the  bill  of  complaint  in  this 
cause  should  be  affirmed  with  costs  and  it  is  so  ordered.    Affirmed. 
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(Court  of  Appeals  of  the  DlBtilcl  of  Columbia.) 

In  bb  S.  C.  Herbst  Importing  Company, 

Bedded  Fehruarif  i,  ISOU, 

134  O.  G..  IDSS;  30  App.  D.  C.  297. 

1.  Tr&db-Masks— Amticipatiok — "Ghancuxob  Club"  and  "Club." 

Held  that  tbe  mark  "  Chancellor  Club  "  for  cocktalle  so  nearly  reaemblefi 
tbe  prior  registered  mark  "  CInb  Cocktails  "  for  ttae  same  goods  as  to  be 
likely  to  cause  dxifuslon  In  tbe  mind  of  tbe  public,  and  Is  therefore  not 
registrable. 

2.  Same— Reoibtbabiuty — Discretiok  of  Couuissionia, 

Tbe  purpose  of  tbe  act  of  190G  Is  to  prevent  aud  not  to  promote  confusion, 
to  protect  and  not  to  deceive  tbe  public.  Tbe  language  nsed  empowers  the 
Commissioner  to  exercise  bis  discretion  as  to  whether  a  proposed  murk 
should  be  registered.  If  In  his  opinion  Its  registration  wilt  "  be  likely  to 
cause  confusion  or  mistake  in  the  mind  of  tbe  public "  or  "  deceive  pur- 
chasers," he  IB  bound  to  reject  it 

Mr.  L.  S.  Bacon  and  Mr.  J.  H.  AfUans  for  the  appellant 
Mr.  Webster  S.  Ruckman  for  the  Commissioner  of  Patents. 

RoBB,  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
(C.  D.,  1906,  386;  124  O.  G.,  2178)  refusing  to  register  the  words 
"Chancellor  Club"  as  a  trade-mark  for  cocktails,  the  decision  being 
based  upon  the  conclusion  that  the  words — 

aa  a  mark  for  cocktalle  would  be  confused  la  the  mind  of  tbe  purcliaslng  public 
with  the  prior  registered  mark  "  Club  Cocktails  "  for  the  same  goods. 

Section  2  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  (33  St.  at  L.,  pt.  1,  724)  ordains 
that  every  application  for  the  registration  of  a  trade-mark  shall  con- 
tain a  statement  that  no  other  person,  firm,  corporation,  or  associa- 
tion, to  the  best  of  the  applicant's  knowledge-  and  belief  has  the  right 
to  use  such  mark — 


and  section  5  of  said  act  ordains  that  the  trade-mark — 
which  BO  nearly  resembles  a  roistered  or  known  trade-mark  owned  and  In  use 
by  another,  and  appropriated  to  merchandise  of  tbe  enme  descriptive  pro)>ertieB, 
as  to  be  likely  to  cause  confusion  or  mistake  In  tbe  mtnd  of  the  public,  or  to 
deceive  purchasers,  shall  not  be  registered. 

The  purpose  of  the  act  was  to  prevent  and  not  to  promote  confusion ; 
to  protect  and  not  to  deceive  the  public  The  language  used  em- 
powers the  Commissioner  to  exercise  his  discretion  as  to  whether  a 
proposed  mark  should  be  registered.  If  in  his  opinion  its  registra- 
tion will  "  be  likely  to  cause  confusion  or  mistake  in  the  mind  of  the 
public"  or  "deceive  purchasers,"  he  is  bound  to  reject  it.    After  fuH 
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hearing,  he  has  so  found  in  this  case,  and  on  the  showing  made  here  v-e 
are  content  with  his  decision. 

Heuhlein  et  al.  v.  Adams  et  al.  (125  Fed.  Rep.,  782)  sustains  the 
view  taken  by  the  Commissioner.  That  was  a  bill  for  infringement 
and  to  restrain  unfair  competition  in  trade.  The  petitioners  had 
adopted  and  used  the  trade-mark  "  Club  Cocktails "  prior  to  the 
adoption  and  use  by  the  defendants  of  the  words  "  Boston  Club 
Cocktails."  Judge  Colt  in  a  well-considered  opinion  ruled  that — 
the  defendanta  alionld  be  restrained  from  the  use  of  tbe  word  "  Club "  rb  a 
dlstlnKiiiahlDg  mark  for  tbelr  cocktails,  upon  the  ground  of  unfair  compedtfam 
In  trade. 

The  Coui-t  said: 

The  cotnplalnantB  bare  bnilt  np  an  extenstre  tmde  Is  "clnb  cocktails"  not 
only  In  thla  country,  but  In  moat  of  the  foreign  mnrketa  of  the  world.  •  •  • 
llKlr  use  of  tbelr  trade-name  aloce  Its  adoption  In  1892  hna  been  contlnuona, 
uniform,  and  notorious.  •  •  •  The  complainants'  goods  have  received  a 
nnlveraal  trade  recognition,  and.  In  a  brood  commercial  sense,  hare  com- 
pletely occupied  the  market.  "Club  cocktails"  mean  In  tbe  trade  only  the 
cocktails  made  by  the  complahtants.  •  •  •  While  the  form  and  color  and 
appearance  «t  defendants'  1at>els  and  the  size  and  color  of  tbelr  bottles  are 
unlike  the  complainants'.  It  appears  that  tbe  distinguishing  feature  by  whkli 
complainants'  cocktails  are  commercially  known  resides  In  the  word  "  Clid> " 
and  not  In  the  dress  of  the  goods. 

If  the  words  "  Boston  Club  Cocktails "  misled  <»'  deceived  the 
public  because  of  the  prior  use  of  the  words  "  Club  Cocktails "  by 
another  firm,  we  think  it  follows  that  the  use  of  the  mark '"  Chan- 
cellor Club  Cocktails  "  would  be  likely  to  result  in  similar  confusion, 
and  that,  therefore,  they  should  not  be  registered. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  was  right,  and  is, 
therefore,  affirmed.  The  clerk  of  the  court  will  certify  this  opinion 
and  the  proceedings  in  this  court  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  in 
accordance  with  law,    Aifirmed. 


[Court  Dt  Appeals  lor  tbe  DlMrlct  or  C 

Brown-Fosmam  Comfant  v.  Beech  Hill  Distillino  Cohpany. 

Decided  ilarck  S.  1908. 

1S4  O.  O.,  1966;  30  Ari.  D.  G,  486. 

Trade- Mabks — RBOiSTXATion— Exclusivb  Use. 

Where  the  appellant  applied  under  the  ten-years  proviso  of  the  act  of 
Febrnary  20,  lfl06,  for  the  registtntlon  of  the  words  "  Old  Tucker  "  as  a 
trade-mark  tor  wbleky  and  it  was  shown  that  ttie  appellee  had  nssd  tbe 
words  "  J.  C.  Tucker  "  as  a  trade-mark  for  whisky  atoce  January  IB,  1902, 
Beld  that  the  appellant  Is  not  entitled  to  register  tbe  mark  since  it  had 
not  had  exclusive  use  of  Its  tradejuark  for  tbe  statutoir  period. 

*  ,)^|C 

3/t.  a.  E.  Wallace  for  the  appellant.  *" 
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RoBft,./..- 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  Brown-Formati  Company  from  ihe  de- 
cision of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  in  a  trade-mark-interference 
case,  that  it  is  not  entitled  to  register  under  the  so-called  ten-years 
clause  the  words  "  Old  Tucker "  as  a  tnde-mark  for  whisky. 
{C.  D.,  1907, 146;  128  O.  G-,  1293.) 

The  Commissioner  held  that  inasmuch  as  the  Beech  Hill  Distilling 
Company,  the  junior  party  to  the  interference,  had  used  the  words 
"J.  C.  Tucker"  as  a  trade-mark  as  early  as  January  13,  1902,  and 
the  Brown-Forman  Company  since  December  1,  1903,  had  acquiesced 
in  such  use,  appellant  was  not  entitled  to  registration  under  the 
ten-years'  clause  because  it  had  not  been  the  exclusive  user  of  tb« 
maii:  for  t«n  years  prior  to  1905.  The  application  of  the  Beech  Hill 
Distilling  Cnnpany  was  for  registration  as  a  technical  trade-mark. 
This  application  was  dmied,  and  the  applicant  acquiesced  in  the 
decision  of  the  Commissioner. 

It  is  not  denied  that  appellant  used  this  mark  for  ten  years  prior  to 
1905,  the  sole  question  being  whether  its  use  was  exclusive  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.  The  originator  and  sole  owner  of  the  Beech 
Hill  Distilling  Company  testified  that  he  originated  the  brand  "  J.  0. 
Tucker  Rye  "  in  December,  IDOl,  and  that  he  first  used  it  January  14, 
1902,  and  that  its  use  continued  without  interruption  from  that  time. 
The  witness  produced  sample  labels  and  a  bill  dated  January,  1902, 
from  the  lithographing  company  that  furnished  this  first  order  of 
labels.  The  "bookkeeper  of  the  company  next  testified  that  she  had 
been  employed  by  the  company  since  December,  1901,  and  that  the 
brand  or  trade-mark  "  J.  C.  Tucker  Rye  "  had  been  used  continuously 
by  the  company  since  January  15, 1902.  She  produced  the  salesbook, 
which  enabled  her  to  fix  definitely  the  date  of  the  first  sala  Another 
witness  testified  that  he  had  manufactured  cases  and  bottles  for  the 
company  since  the  early  spring  of  1902,  and  that  the  brand  "  J.  C. 
Tni^r  Rye  "  had  been  used  continuously  since  that  time. 

The  president  of  the  Brown-Forman  Company  admitted  that  be 
learned  of  the  use  of  the  trade-mark  "  J.  C.  Tucker  "  by  the  Beech 
Hill  Distilling  Company  in  December,  1903,  and  that  he  wrote  the 
coiBpany  about  the  matter,  but  made  no  further  objection  thereafter. 

The  facts  Imng  this  case  within  the  rulings  in  Natural  Food  Co.  v. 
WiUiam8,  ante,  820;  133  O.  G.,  232;  and  Worcester  Brewing  Co.  v. 
Rueter,  ante,  329;  133  O.  G.,  1190.  Registration  was  denied  in  both 
cases  because  of  an  adverse  use  of  the  mark. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  was  ri^^,  and,  therefore,  is 
affirmed.    The  clerk  of  the  court  will  certify  this  <^inion  and  the 
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proceedings  in  this  court  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  in  accord- 
ance with  law.    Aiftrmed. 


[Court  of  Appeals  of  the  IHatrlct  o(  ColumbU.) 
The  Pcteb  Schoenhofen  Brewing  Company  v.  The  Maltine  Coh- 

PANY. 

Decided  February  i,  1908. 
134  O.  U.,  1804 ;  30  D.  C,  346. 
TbaDE'MarKS — "  EDELWBIS8-MAI,TtITE  "   ANTlCtPATBD  BT   "  MALTIITE." 

A  trade-mark  coDBlstlog  of  tbe  compound  word  "Bdelwelea-Maltlne" 
was  properly  refused  r^stratlon  In  view  ot  tbe  prior  use  of  the  word 
"  Maltine  "  as  a  trade-mark  for  goods  of  the  same  deficrtptlve  propertleB. 

Mr.  T.  A.  Banning  for  the  appellant, 

Mr.  J.  R.  Edaon,  Mr.  D.  H.  Decker,  and  Mr.  W.  W.  Thomson  for 
the  appellee. 

Van  Orsdel,  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
refusing  to  grant  the  application  of  appellant  for  the  registration 
of  a  trade-mark.  The  application  was  filed  September  5, 1905,  Serial 
No.  12,233. 

The  appellant  filed  an  application  in  the  Patent  Office  for  the 
registration  of  the  trade-mark  in  question  described  as  follows: 

Tbe  trade-mark  couBlsta  of  tbe  hyphenated  word  "  Edelweiaa-Maltlne,"  tbe 
word  '■  Edelweiss "  being  written  In  script  with  a  scroll  thereunder,  and  the 
word  "Maltine"  being  written  in  block  letters. 

The  appellee  opposed  the  registration  of  the  mark  for  the  reason 
that  it  is  the  owner  of  the  trademark  "  Maltine."  The  ground  of 
opposition  is  that  the  use  of  appellant's  mark  would  create  confusion 
in  the  trade,  and  interfere  with  the  established  trade  of  appellee. 
The  goods  of  the  contending  parties  to  which  the  respective  marks 
are  applied  have  the  same  descriptive  properties.  The  same  ques- 
tions are  here  presented  and  the  same  record  relied  upon  as  in  Patent 
Appeal  No,  448.  In  that  ease,  we  have  this  day  affirmed  the  decision 
of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  refusing  the  registration  of  a  similar 
mark.  The  parties  are  the  same  in  both  cases,  and  the  issues  are 
substantially  the  same.  For  the  reasonn  set  forth  in  our  opinion  in 
Xo.  448,  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  af^rmed. 
The  cUrk  will  certify  these  proceedings  as  required  by  law. 
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The  Pbteb  Sohoenhopbn   Brewing  Cohpant  v.  The  Maltink 

COHPANT. 

Decided  Febrvarv  4,  1908. 
134  O.  G..  1805;  30  App.  D.  C.  SW. 

1.  Tbade-Hakkb — Oppobitioi*— Class  of  Goodb. 

For  the  purpose  of  registration  a  fermented  malt  liquor  which  le  adver- 
tised as  a  "  pleasing  tastefal  invigorating  tonic  as  veil  as  a  pleasant  bev- 
erage, for  strmgttienlng  and  building  up  the  system  recommended  for 
convalescents  and  nursing  mothers  by  all  leading  phyeiclanB,"  must  be 
considered  ae  goods  of  tbe  same  descriptive  properties  as  a  non-alcoholic 
viscous  synip  sold  as  a  medicine  and  tonic,  notwithstanding  tbe  fact  that 
in  tbe  application  for  registration  the  former  la  designated  as  lager-beer. 

2.  Saub — SAMB—MisaEPSESERtATioit  m  AnVEBTISlNG. 

The  fact  that  a  fermsited  malt  liquor  to  which  applicant  applied  its 
mark  was  advertised  as  a  tonic  and  as  a  product  entirely  different  from 
that  descrit)ed  in  the  application  Is  sufficient  ground  for  the  refusal  of 
registration. 

3.  Saue^Same— "  Edelweibs-Maltire"  Set  ir  ah  Blabobate  Design  Antici- 

pated BY  ■'  Maltine." 
A  trade-marb  consisting  of  the  compound  word   "  Edelwelss-Maltine " 
set  In  an  elaborate  picture  or  design  was  properly  refused  registration  In 
view  of  the  prior  use  of  the  word  "Maltlne"  as  a  trade-mark  for  goods 
of  the  same  descriptive  properties. 

Mr.  T.  A.  Banning  for  the  appellant 

Mr.  J.  R.  Edaon,  Mr.  D.  H.  Decker,  and  Mr.  W.  W.  Thompson  for 
the  appellee. 

Van  Orsdel,  J.: 

This  ia  an  appeal  from  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  refusing  an 
application  for  the  registration  of  a  trade-mark. 

The  appellant,  The  Peter  Schoenhofen  Brewing  Company,  on 
September  25,  1905,  filed  its  application,  Serial  No.  12,»52,  for  the 
registration  of  a  trade  mark  or  name  consisting  of  the  compound  or 
hyphenated  word  "  Edelweiss-Maltine  "  set  in  an  elaborate  picture 
or  design  described  in  the  application  as  follows: 

The  trade-mark  consists  in  a  transversely-elongated  right  panel  having  a 
narrow  center  and  rounded  ends  and  having  a  gold  border.  Upon  the  panel 
appears  In  script  letters  the  word  "  Ekielwelss"  and  in  block  tetters  the  word 
"  Maltlne "  located  somewltat  below  tbe  word  "  Edelweiss."  Above  the  rlfcbt 
panel  Is  a  segmental  gold-bordered  blue  panel  having  In  Its  center  a  medallion 
bust-portrait  of  a  woman  with  edelweiss-dowers  In  her  bair,  snd  around  tbe 
portrait  are  vmea,  grain,  etc.    Within  tlie  upper  panel  appear  the  words,  "  A 
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superior  extract  of  btJtkey,  tnalt  and  Imported  bapa."  B«low  tbe  rigbt  panel  IB 
a  loner  rounded  punel  liavlnK  a  jellow  center  and  a  bine  exterior  wltb  a  gold 
bordep.  Wltbln  the  lower  panel  appear  tbe  words,  "  Bottled  only  by  tbe  Malt 
Extract  Dep't  of  The  P.  ScboentaofCn  Brewing  Co.,  Chicago."  ThU  trmde-mark 
has  been  continuously  used  by  appellant  since  December  IS,  1900. 

The  appellee  on  April  17, 1906,  filed  its  opposition  to  the  registra- 
tion of  this  trade-mark  and  assigned  as  a  reason  for  such  opposition 
that  its  use  by  appellant  was  "  calculated  to  create  confusion  in  the 
trade,  and  to  interfere  with  tbe  established  trade"  A  luge  amouot  of 
evidenoe  was  taken  in  the  case.  It  appears  that  three  different  cer- 
tificates of  registration  on  the  trade-mark  "  Maltine  "  were  obtained 
by  the  appellee  and  its  predecessors  between  the  years  1875  and  1905. 
It  may  be  stated  that  the  specification  upon  which  the  trade-mark 
"  Maltine "  was  registered  provided  in  general  terms  for  its  use  on 
medicinal  preparations  containing  malt  extract.  It  is  claimed  by 
appellee  that  the  word  "  Maltine  "  was  originally  coined  and  applied 
IS  a  trade-mark  to  the  product  which  is  now  widely  known  to  the 
public  by  that  name.  Tlie  same  person  coined  the  word  who  discov- 
ered the  product.  "Maltine"  has  gained  a  wide  use  as  a  medicine 
and  tonic,  and  is  prescribed  extensively  by  physicians,  and  sold  gen- 
erally by  dru^sts.  The  record  discloses  an  analysis  of  the  respec- 
tive products  of  the  parties  to  this  interference.  The  analysis  is  as 
follows: 


EdelwelnMBlifaie. 

Maltine  Plain. 

II 

per 

oant. 

38.10    pOTCCOt. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  products  possess  in  varying  percent- 
ages the  same  properties,  except  that  "  Maltine  "  contains  no  alcohol 
or  carbonic  acid,  but  it  does  contain  a  plain  trace  of  diastase,  while 
**  Edelweias-Maltine  "  contains  both  alcohol  and  carbonic  acid,  but  no 
diastase. 

A  trade-mark  is  registered  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  owner 
to  use  it  exclusively  as  a  distinguishing  name  for  a  certain  product, 
and  thereby  enable  him  to  gain  the  advantages  that  follow  such  a  dis- 
tinct designation  in  extending  and  enlarging  his  business.  The  pur- 
pose of  the  trade-mark  is  to  get  before  the  public,  in  a  unique  and  im- 
pressive manner,  the  goods  on  which  the  mark  is  used  and  to  distin- 
gui^  such  goods  from  all  other  goods  on  the  maritet  of  the  same  class 
or  description.  It  serves  a  twofold  purpose,  to  protect  the  owner 
from  unfair  competition  and  the  public  from  being  deceived.    Beiuf^ 
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devoted  to  this  twofold  use,  it  is  important  to  keep  in  mind,  that  it  is 
the  design  appearing  on  the  goods,  and  not  the  specifications  filed  in 
the  Patent.  Office  on  which  the  trade-mark  was  registered  or  is  sought 
to  be  rs^tered,  that  affects  the  public  mind  and  protects  the  trade  of 
the  owner.  It  is  the  trade-mark  and  not  the  specifications  that  is 
exposed  to  public  inspection.  People  generally  are  not  interested  in 
what  the  specifications  contain.  In  the  case  at  bar,  while  the  appli- 
cant's specifications  allege  that 

th«  clasfl  of  merchandise  to  which  the  trade-oiarli  Is  aiiproprlated  1b  fennented 
llqaors,  and  the  particular  description  of  goods  comprised  in  said  class,  upon 
which  said  mark  Is  used  is  lager-beer — 

there  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  mark  or  design  in  which  it  is  used, 
or  on  the  packages  or  bottles  to  which  it  is  applied,  to  indicate  that 
they  contain  either  fermented  liquor  or  lager-beor.  The  exhibits  of 
the  applicant's  goods  on  which  the  mark  "Edelweiss-Maltine"  is 
used,  which  were  introduced  in  evidence,  show  that  labels  are  used 
thereon  describing  the  contents  as  follows: 

A  superior  extract  of  barley,  malt  and  Imported  hops,  bottled  only  by  the 
Malt  Extract  Dep't  of  The  F.  Scboeobofen  Brewing  Co.,  of  Chicago. 

The  bottles  also  bear  a  "  caution  "  label  which  states  that — 

Edelweiss-Maltine  la  the  highest  concentration  of  the  pare  health-glflog  prop- 
erties of  selected  malt  and  bops.  Edelwelss-JIaltlne  will  promote  perfect  and 
restful  sleep,  quiet  the  nerves,  aid  digestion,  will  restore  and  assist  nature  In 
the  action  of  the  stomach,  liver  and  kidneys,  without  any  after-effects.  Edel- 
weiss-Maltine Is  an  Invaluable  aid  to  men  and  women  In  convalescence,  a  boon 
to  nursing  mothers.  It  is  simply  a  perfect  food  for  brain,  body  and  mind. 
Drink  a  glass  at  meals  and  before  retiring,  and  as  a  beverage  it  is  good  for  you. 
Keep  In  a  cool  dark  place. 

There  was  also  introduced  in  evidence  a  blotter  that  had  been  issued 
by  the  appellant  company  on  which  appeared  the  design  described 
in  the  application  in  this  case,  except  that  on  the  blotter  the  word 
"  Maltine  "  is  by  far  the  most  prominent  feature,  the  word  "  Edel- 
weiss" being  obscure  and  partially  inclosed  within  an  initial  curve 
of  the  letter  "  M  "  of  "  Maltine."  The  product  of  appellant  is  de- 
scribed on  the  blotter  as  follows: 

A  pleasing,  tasteful.  Invigorating  tonic,  as  well  as  a  pleasant  beverage,  for 
strengthening  and  building  up  the  system,  recommended  for  convalescents  and 
nuralQg  mothers  by  all  leading  physicians.  12  bottles  $1.  Prepared  by  The  P. 
Scboeobofen  Brewing  Co.,  Malt  Extract  Dep't. 

We  are  impressed  with  the  discrepancy  between  the  language  used 
by  appellant  in  its  application,  which  describes  a  fermented  alcoholic 
beverage,  and  the  labels  on  the  packages  and  bottles,  on  which  the 
trade-mark  sought  to  be  re^stered  is  used,  and  the  blotter,  whiclj 
attributed  to  the  product  purely  medicinal  qualities.  Tn  other  words, 
it  is  apparent  that  appellant,  in  its  application  filed  in  the  Patent 
69025- H.  Doc.  1349, 60-2 26 
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Office,  has  described  a  product  entirely  different  from  that  described 
upon  its  labels  and  advertising  matter.  So  far  as  the  purchaser  is 
concerned,  the  products  of  both  contending  parties  are  described  as 
possessing  substantially  the  same  properties.  Both  are  advertised 
especially  as  tonics,  and  so  far  as  the  public  is  advised  both  belong  to 
that  general  class  of  medicines.  The  mere  fact  that  appellant  has 
used  the  mark  "  Edelweiss-Maltine  "  on  its  goods  under  this  false 
guise  since  December  15,  1900,  is  sufficient  ground  for  the  refusal  of 
registration. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  allowance  of  this  trade-mark  would 
have  the  effect  of  permitting  the  appellant  to  place  upon  the  market 
a  product  of  the  same  general  description  as  the  product  of  appellee, 
and  bearing  upon  the  bottles  and  packages  the  same  general  descrip- 
tion as  to  its  qualities.  Appellant  could,  under  this  subterfuge,  sell 
its  product  in  drug-stores  and  places  where  medicines  are  usually 
sold,  and  in  which  the  general  sale  of  fermented  liquors  is  prohibited, 
and  would  not  be  compelled  to  confine  its  sale  to  saloons  and  places 
where  fermented  liquors  are  generally  sold  under  proper  legal  restric- 
tions. This  is  the  view  taken  by  the  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office. 
Quoting  from  the  opinion  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences: 

It  is  clear  from  the  testlmon;  above  conaldered,  that,  while  tlie  product  of 
Tlie  Maltlne  Company  Is  a  non-alcoholtc  tIbcous  s^rup,  and  "  Eklelwetsa-Maltlue  " 
a  beer  containiog  alcobol,  and  the  packHKee  Id  which  these  products  are  put  up 
Bad  sold  are  dlfTercDt,  the  slgnlflcant  fact  remains  that  "  Edelwelss-Maltlne "  la 
placed  upon  the  market  In  such  form  as  to  be  capable  of  classlQcatlon  with  other 
medicinal  malt  extracts  rather  than  with  beers,  and  its  labels,  while  silent  as  to 
the  fact  that  it  is  beer,  indicate  that  Its  chief  claim  to  merit  Is  a  malt-eitract 
tonic.  Furthermore,  it  is  shown  and  not  denied,  that  "  Edelwelss-Maltlne  "  was 
exhibited  to  the  members  of  the  medical  profession  as  a  medicinal  malt-extract 
tonic  and  not  as  a  beverage,  and  Is  sold  In  some  drug-stores  In  competition  with 
malt  extracts.  These  facts  warrant  the  conclusion  that  "  Edelweiss-Maltine "  is 
Intended  to  be  and  la  In  fact  merchandise  of  the  same  descriptive  properties  as 
"Maltlne"  notwithstanding  its  designation  as  "lager-beer"  in  the  application 
for  rostra  t  Ion. 

The  word  "  Maltine  "  is  the  name  by  which  the  goods  of  appellee 
are  known  to  the  trade  and  among  consumers.  It  is  insisted  that 
appellant's  goods  are  put  up  in  different-shaped  bottles  and  sold  much 
cheaper  than  the  goods  of  appellee,  but  this  is  immaterial  and  does 
not  affect  the  question  here  involved.  The  distinguishing  feature  of 
both  marks  is  the  word  "  Maltine,"  and  the  allowance  of  the  mark 
sought  to  be  registered  by  appellant  would  deceive  the  public  and 
injure  the  trade  of  appellee.  (Huehlin  et  at.  v.  Adams  et  al.,  125 
Fed.,  782.)  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  differences  in  the  design 
of  the  trade-mark  and  the  description  contained  on  the  labels  of  the 
bottles  would  not  be  such  a  distinction  as  the  public  would  readily 
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observe.  Where  this  condition  exists,  registration  should  be  refused. 
The  rule  is  well  announced  in  Paul  on  Trade-Marks^  section  187 : 

An  Imitation  of  a  trade-mark  of  a  dealer  with  partial  adilitlona,  Bucb  as  tbe 
public  would  not  observe,  doei^  tbe  eame  barm  ae  an  entire  counterfeit,  and 
will  be  enjoined  accordtngly.  Wbere  a  tradc-martc  conBiats  of  a  word,  It  may 
be  naed  by  tbe  manufucturer  wbo  appropriated  It  in  any  style  or  print  or  any 
form  of  label,  and  Ite  use  by  another  In  any  form  Is  unlawful.  In  sucb  cases, 
as  tlte  goods  became  known  by  the  name  or  word  by  which  tliey  have  been 
designated,  and  not  merely  by  the  manner  or  fa^lon  In  which  tbe  word  Is 
written  or  printed  or  the  accessories  surrounding  It,  the  unlawful  use  of  the 
word  In  any  form  may  be  restricted. 

The  allowance  of  the  registration  of  appellant's  design  as  a  trade- 
mark would  create  confusion  in  trade  and  subject  to  unfair  com- 
petition the  business  of  appellee  which  has  been  legitimately  con- 
ducted and  built  up  through  a  long  period  of  time.  It  is  unnecessary 
to  consider  the  other  questions  discussed  by  counsel. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  a^rmed,  and  the 
clerk  wUl  certify  the  proceedings  as  required  hy  law. 


[Court  or  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia.) 

Phillips  o.  Sensenich. 

Decided  March  SI,  1908. 

134  O.  G.,  1806;  31  App.  D.  C,  150. 

1.  IRTEBFEBENCE — PBIOBITT — RiOBT  TO   MaEE   ClaIUS— NecESBITY   fOB   SlTFFLE- 

UEKTAL  Oath. 
Wbere  one  of  tbe  parties  to  an  Interference  added  the  claims  In  Issue  by 
amendment  without  a  supplemental  oath,  the  court  of  apiteats  would  not  be 
Justified  In  awarding  priority  to  the  opposing  party  because  of  such 
failure.  Tbe  most  that  the  court  could  do  under  the  circumstances  would 
be  to  remand  tbe  proceeding  In  order  that  a  supplemental  oath  may  be 
made  and  the  matter  renewed. 

2.  Aherpment — Addiko  Claims  Co?ebino  Maiteb  OaiaiNALLT  Disclosed. 

An  applicant  has  a  right  to  add  claims  by  amendment  to  cover  matter 
which  Is  disclosed  In  his  drawings,  but  nut  originally  claimed,  where  the 
original  speclflcations  refer  to  such  matter  as  an  essential  part  of  the 
construction  sought  to  be  patented. 

Mr.  Thos.  A.  C'onnoUy  and  Mr.  Jos.  B.  Connolly  for  the  appellant 
Mr.  A .  S.  Pattison  and  Mr.  J.  M.  Nesbit  for  the  appellee. 

Shepabo,  J. : 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  tiie  Commissioner  of  Pat- 
ents {ante,  14;  132  O.  G.,  677)  awarding  priority  of  invention  to 
the  api>ellee,  Sensenich,  upon  an  issue  containing  the  following 
counts: 

1.  A  8e1f.oillng  wheel  provided  with  an  oil-chamber  having  a  Rllfng-openiug, 
a  valve-cage  extending  Into  the  chamber  from  the  dlllng-openlng,  the  cage 
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b«iQK  opeD  at  Its  Inner  aiA  and  baving  slltted  or  prong-tike  sldea,  an  iDwardly- 
o]iening  valve  operative  wittiln  the  cage  for  normally  closing  tbe  fllllntC-openiDgs, 
and  a  valve-holding  epring. 

2.  A  self-olllng  wheel  provided  with  an  oil-chamber  having  a  fllllng-openlng 
tn  one  side  thereof,  a  viiive-cage  witbln  tbe  oll-ebamber  and  extending  from  tbe 
fllltng-openlng  toward  but  stopping  short  of  tbe  opirasite  wall  of  tbe  chamber, 
tbe  CQge  being  open  latemllf  and  at  Its  Inner  end,  an  Inwardly-opening  valve 
witbln  the  cage,  and  a  colled  spring  extending  through  tbe  inner  open  end  of 
tbe  cage  and  engaging  said  opposite  wall  of  the  chamber  and  tbe  valve  for 
holding  the  latter  normally  in  closed  position. 

3.  A  self-oiling  wheel  having  on  oll-cbamber  formed  with  an  opening,  a  valve- 
cage  extending  Into  tbe  chamber  and  having  a  tubular  end  portion  fitting  the 
cbaniber-ai)enlQg.  tbe  cage  being  opm  at  Its  Inner  end  and  baving  its  sides 
slotted  from  said  end  toward  the  tubular  end,  tbe  Interior  of  tbe  cage  tapering 
toward  said  tubuliir  end,  a  valve,  and  a  spring  within  tbe  cage  for  holding 
the  valve  normally  seated  and  closing  said  tubular  cage  end. 

4.  A  self-oitlng  car.wbeei  having  a  chambered  hub  with  an  oll-lnlet  through 
one  wall,  a  rulve-seat  conslatlng  of  a  pronged  guiding-seat  cast  in  said  wall 
adjacent  to  said  Inlet,  a  valve,  and  a  spring  bearing  against  snid  valve  and  seat- 
ing against  tbe  opposite  side  of  the  cavity. 

Sensenich  filed  his  application  November  9,  1004.  Phillips  filed 
originally  March  6,  1905,  and  a  divisional  application  August  26, 1905. 

The  preliminary  statement  of  Sensenich  alleged  conception  about 
July  1,  1901,  disclosure  at  the  same  time,  reduction  to  practice  about 
May  1,  1903,  and  commercial  use  thereafter. 

Phillips  alleged  conception  about  the  —  day  of ,  1893,  dis- 
closure at  the  same  time,  making  of  model  about  February  1,  1895, 
embodiment  in  a  full-size  car -wheel  and  reduction  to  practice  July 
24,  1905,  and  commercial  use  thereafter. 

The  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  concurred  in  awarding  priority 
to  Sensenich  upon  each  count  of  the  issue.  It  was  found  from  the 
evidence  that  Sen-senich  conceived  the  invention  as  early  as  May,  1903, 
reduced  it  to  practice  in  June  or  July,  1903,  and  commenced  shipping 
to  consumers  on  July  18,  1903,  It  was  also  agreed  that  Phillips  did 
not  conceive  the  particular  invention  described  in  counts  2,  3,  and  4 
of  the  issue  until  November,  1904.  His  claim  of  conception  of  count 
1  in  1893  is  based  on  an  exhibit  valve  and  cage  made  in  1895.  This 
was  held  not  to  comply  with  one  of  the  requirements  of  the  count, 
that  the  cage  shall  have  "  slitted  or  prong-like  sides."  It  seems  from 
the  decisions,  though  the  record  does  not  embrace  the  motions  to  that 
effect,  that  Phillips  contested  the  patentability  of  the  issue,  and  urged 
the  question  before  the  several  tribunals,  but  without  success.  It 
would  seem  also,  that  he  contested  the  right  of  Sensenich  to  make  the 
claims  of  the  issue,  though  the  motion  therefor,  with  the  direct  action 
thereon  do  not  appear  in  the  record.  The  decisions  of  the  Examiners- 
in-Chief  and  of  (he  Commissioner  show  a  consideration  of  this  objec- 
tion, and  their  concurrence  in  holding  that  Sensenich  had  the  right  to 
make  the  claims. 
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That  question  is  the  only  one  before  us  for  determination,  as  all 
the  other  reasons  of  appeal  have  been  abandoned.  The  reasons  of 
appeal  here  relied  on  are  the  following: 

6.  Tbc  ComnilBBloner  erred  In  deciding  tliat,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the 
original  clainiB  of  Sensenlcli's  application  were  generic  and  covered  a  structure 
not  limited  to  the  B|>eclfic  featorea  In  controv««y  and  notwithstanding  thnt  the 
BpeclQc  Invention  In  Issue  was  not  co%-eped  by  the  orltiinal  onlh,  the  claims  In 
Issue  were  admissible  at  the  time  they  were  presented  without  a  supplemental 
oalh  and  are  now  imtentuble  to  Sensentcb. 

7.  The  Oonimlssloner  erred  In  deciding  that  the  subject-matter  In  Issue  was 
clearly  disclosed  In  SenseDich's  original  application. 

The  original  application  of  Sensenich  was  accompanied  by  a  draw- 
ing illustrating  the  features  of  his  invention.  Figures  4  and  5  of 
this  drawing  clearly  show  the  slitted  or  pronged  valve-cage  embraced 
in  the  issue.  No  specific  claim  therefor  was  made  in  the  claim 
originally  presented.  The  valve-cages  are  shown  in  the  longitudinal 
and  cross  section  of  the  wheel  drawings,  No.  2  and  No.  3.  In  the  de- 
scription of  the  specifications,  it  is  said : 

The  invention  Is  further  directed  to  a  consirncllon  wherein  a  valve-cage 
located  within  the  cliamber  and  projecting  through  one  wall  thereof,  forms  the 
fl)llDg-oi)enIng. 

The  drawings  are  referred  to  as  follows: 

F^.  1  Is  a  face  view  of  a  wheel  constructed  in  accordance  with  my  invention, 
and  Fig.  2  is  an  enlarged  sectional  view  taken  ou  line  2 — 2  of  Fig.  1.  Fig.  3  Is 
a  sectional  view  taken  on  line  3 — 3  of  Fig.  2.  Pigs.  4,  .'>.  and  C  are  detail  views 
of  the  valve^cnge  and  valve. 

Again  it  is  said: 

In  the  present  embodiment  of  my  invention  the  fllllng-openlng  7,  located  prefer- 
ably In  the  outer  side  wall  of  one  of  chanibern  4,  Is  formed  through  the  tubular 
end  8  of  the  open  valve-cage  9  which  extends  Into  the  chamtHT,  said  tubular 
end  tieing  secured  in  and  extending  through  the  chanit>er-wall  as  shown.  A 
valve- seat  10— 

shown  also  in  Fig.  5  before  mentioned — 

at  the  Inner  end  of  opening  17  Is  adapted  to  receive  the  rounded  valve-head  11 
having  the  stem  12  which  projects  Into  cage  9.    * 
hold  the  valve  against  lateral  displacement  and  is  s< 
its  seat. 

Original  claims  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  and  10  cover  a  combination  in  wliich 
a  valve-cage  is  an  element.  The  first  objection  of  the  Office  was  that 
the  claims  covered  two  separate  and  distinct  inventions.  Other  objec- 
tions to  the  claims  for  incompleteness  were  also  made.  This  was  on 
December  19,  1904.  On  January  6,  1905,  an  amendment  was  filed 
specifically  describing  the  slitted  or  prong-like  form  of  the  cage;  and 
three  new  claims  were  substituted  for  the  former  ones,  the  second  of 
which  reads  as  follows: 

2.  A  self-olIlDK  wheel  provided  with  an  oll-chamlwr  having  a  fll  ling-open  log, 
a  valyfr«age  extending  Into  the  chamber  from  the  fllllng-openlng,  the  cage  being 
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open  at  Its  Inner  end,  and  having  slltted  or  prong-like  Bidee,  an  inwardly-opening 
ralre  operative  within  the  cage  for  normally  closing  the  filling-opening,  and  a 
valve-holding  spring. 

After  some  further  objections,  and  addition  of  claims,  not  important 
to  mention,  the  application  was  allowed.  The  interference  with  Phil- 
lips was  thereafter  declared. 

The  drawing  was  Bled  with  the  application  as  required  by  law,  and 
with  the  specifications  constitutes  a  part  of  the  patent  when  issued. 
(Sections  4884,  4889,  R.  S.)  Considering  the  language  of  the  specifi- 
cations, quoted  above,  describing  the  valve-cage  as  an  essential  part 
of  the  construction  sought  to  be  patented,  and  referring  to  the  draw- 
ings of  the  same  which  clearly  showed  its  slitted  or  prong-like  form, 
we  agree  with  the  Commissioner  that  the  invention  of  the  issue  was 
sufficiently  disclosed  in  the  application  to  warrant  amendment  The 
argument  of  the  appellant  founded  on  section  4888,  Revised  Statutes, 
relating  to  the  particular  description  of  the  invention  required  of  an 
applicant,  leaves  out  of  consideration  section  4903,  which  was  de- 
signed to  meet  conditions  similar  to  those  presented  in  this  case.  The 
amendment  in  this  case  was  made  also  before  Phillips  filed  his  appli- 
cation, and  there  are  no  questions  of  estoppel  to  operate  against  the 
exercise  of  the  right  under  the  recognized  practice,  {McBerty  v. 
Oook,  C.  D.,  1900,  248;  90  O.  G.,  2295;  16  App.  D.  C,  133,  138; 
Luffer  V.  Browning,  C.  D.,  1903,  593;  104  0.  G.,  1123;  21  App. 
D.  C,  201.) 

The  contention  that  a  supplemental  oath  to  the  amendment  was  an 
essential  condition  is  not  well  founded.  The  oath  required  in  support 
of  the  application  by  section  4892,  Revised  Statutes,  was  regularly 
made.  No  additional  oath  was  required  to  the  amendment.  Where 
an  applicant  dies  pending  his  application  the  authority  of  his  solic- 
itors ceases,  and  when  his  administrator  carries  on  the  proceeding  and 
amends  the  specifications  by  inserting  new  matter  of  which  there  had 
been  no  previous  suggestion,  another  oath  is  essential.  {Eagleton 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  West,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.,  C.  U,  1884,  261 ;  27  O.  G.,  1237 ;  111 
U.  S.,  490,  498;  American  Lava  Co.  v.  Steward,  155  Fed.  Rep.,  731, 
737.)  The  amendment  in  this  instance  was  within  the  scope  of  the 
original  application.  In  such  a  case  a  different  rule  applies.  Neither 
the  applicant,  nor  his  administrator  in  case  of  his  death,  is  required 
by  the  statutes  relating  to  patents,  to  make  oath  to  such  an  amend- 
ment {De  La  Vergne  Machine  Co.  v.  Featheraton^,  C.  D.,  1893, 181 ; 
62  O.  G.,  741;  147  U.  S.,  209,  229.) 

Rule  48  of  the  Patent  Office  would  seem  to  require  a  supplemental 
oath  in  such  a  case  as  this.  This  is  no  doubt  an  excellent  rule  of 
practice,  and  we  need  not  pause  to  consider  whether  it  may  be  made 
to  extend  beyond  the  statutory  rule  above  stated.    However  this  may 
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be,  the  established  practice  of  the  Patent  Office  under  it  is  thus  stated 
in  the  Commissioner's  decision : 

Tbe  question  whether  or  not  a  Bupplemental  oatb  should  be  required  has 
been  anlformly  held  b7  this  Office  to  be  an  e«  parte  matter  upon  which  the 
proper  determination  of  priority  Is  not  dependent 

In  support  of  this  view  a  number  of  former  Office  deciaioDs  are 
cited. 

Were  we  to  hold  that  the  practice  is  unwarranted,  we  would  not  be 
justified  in  awarding  priority  to  the  appellant  because  of  the  allow- 
ance of  the  amended  application  without  a  supplemental  oath.  The 
most  that  we  could  do,  under  such  circumstances,  would  be  to  reverse 
and  remand  the  proceeding  in  order  that  a  supplemental  oath  might 
be  made  and  the  matter  renewed.  It  may  be  that  the  Office  regards 
the  failure  to  require  the  supplemental  oath  under  Rule  48,  as  an 
irregularity  merely,  that  is  cured  by  the  allowance  of  the  amended 
application,  or,  as  intimated  in  the  decision  of  the  Examiners-in- 
Chief,  that  the  oath  to  the  preliminary  statement  to  the  effect  th&t  the 
applicant  is  the  inventor  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  counts,  is  suffi- 
dent  for  the  purpose.  At  any  rate,  as  no  substantial  right  of  the 
appellant  has  been  affected,  we  will  not  undertake  to  review  the  exer- 
cise of  discretion  by  the  Commissioner  in  regulating  the  practice  of 
the  Patent  Office.  {In  re  Marekutz,  C.  D.,  1898,  587;  85  O.  G.,  778; 
13  App.  D.  C,  228,  236;  In  re  Fratch,  C.  D.,  1902,  560;  100  O.  G., 
1977;  20  App.  D.  C,  298,  301.) 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  priority  was  rightly  awarded  to  the 
appellee,  and  the  decision  will  be  affirmed.  The  clerk  will  certify 
this  opinion  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents.     A-ff/r-med. 


[Coart  of  AppcalK  ot  the  DIslrlct  of  Columbia.] 

Hopkins  v.  Newman. 

DecAAtA  Februarti  18,  1908. 

(184  O.  a.  2028;  30  App.  D.  C,  402.) 

IlTTBRnUKCE — PUOBITT — RlOHT  TO  MAKE  CLAIUS. 

Tbe  original  speclflcation  of  N.'a  application  relating  to  combined  type- 
writing and  adding  machines  did  not  describe  tbe  adding-machines,  but 
stated  that  tbe  Invention  was  Illustrated  "  in  coaaection  with  an  adding- 
machine  of  the  class  known  as  '  registering  atx^ountanta,' "  and  only  the 
case  and  a  few  minor  elements  thereof  were  shown  in  the  drawings.  Held, 
that  In  view  of  the  evidence  showing  that  such  term  referred  to  a  well- 
known  construction,  and  that  such  construction  was  the  only  one  on  tbe 
market  which  had  the  distinctive  appearance  Illustrated  In  the  drawing, 
N,  liad  tbe  right  to  make  claims  to  a  combination  including  specific  elements 
of  such  addlng-machlne. 
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Mr.  T.  A.  Banning  and  Mr.  George  R.  Hamlin  for  the  appellant. 

Mr.  Edward  Rector,  Mr.  S.  E,  Hibben,  and  Mr.  F.  P.  Davis  for  the 
appellee. 
Shepabd,  C.  J,: 

This  is  an  interference  proceeding  {C.  D.,  1907,  356;  131  O.  G., 
1161)  the  issue  of  which  is  contained  in  thirteen  counts,  as  follows: 

1.  In  an  adding-macblne,  n  platen,  typeKMirrlers,  type  monnteil  in  framee  on 
tbe  (carriers,  devices  for  orernting  the  carrlere  adjacent  to  the  platen,  hammers 
for  drlTing  the  type  nKRinst  the  platen  to  print  nambers,  and  mechanism  oper- 
able to  accumulate  tbe  numbers  so  printed.  In  combination  with  mechAOlam 
operable  to  print  any  desired  words  on  the  platen  In  altnemmt  with  the  printed 
numbers. 

2.  Id  an  adding  and  writing  machine,  a  platen,  mechanism  operable  to  prfnt 
any  dcHlred  words  thereon,  type-carriers  morable  adjacent  to  the  platen,  mov- 
able type  carried  by  snld  carriers,  hammerB  for  drtrtng  the  type  against  the 
platen  to  print  In  alfnement  with  the  words,  and  devices  operable  to  rotate  the 
platen  when  the  type-carriers  operate. 

3.  In  an  adding  and  writiag  nuichiue,  a  platen,  type-writing  mechanism  oper- 
able to  print  any  desired  words  thereon,  devices  carrying  movable  type  for 
printing  nnmbers,  means  for  moving  said  devices  adjacent  to  tlie  said  platen, 
hammers  mounted  In  ponltlon  to  drive  the  type  against  the  platen,  and  means  ttx 
striiiinK  the  hammers  against  the  type  when  the  type  has  been  posltioued  for 
printing, 

4.  In  an  adding  and  writing  machine,  a  platen,  movable  devices  carrying  type, 
imd  hammers  for  driving  the  type  to  record  on  the  said  platen,  In  combination 
with  type-bars,  and  keys  for  operating  them  to  print  on  the  platen  aforesaid. 

C.  The  combination  of  the  plnten,  type-writing  mechanism  operable  to  print 
any  desired  words  thereon,  devices  independent  of  the  type-writing  mechanism 
movable  adjacent  to  the  said  platen,  type  carried  by  said  devices,  and  hammers 
for  driving  the  tyi>e  against  the  platen  aforesaid. 

5.  In  an  adding  and  writing  machine,  word-printing  mechanism  baving  a 
platen,  type-carriers  separate  from  tbe  word-printing  mechanism,  and  hammers 
Cor  driving  the  type  in  the  carriers  to  print  on  the  platen  aforesaid. 

7.  In  an  adding  and  writing  machine,  word-priutli^  mechanism  having  a 
platen,  fype-carrlers  separate  from  the  word-printing  mechanism,  type  In  said 
carriers,  hammers  for  driving  the  tyiie  to  print  on  tbe  platen  aforesaid,  and 
devices  (or  drawing  the  hammers  away  from  the  tyi>e  after  operation. 

8.  Id  an  adding  and  writing  machine,  word-printing  mechanism  having  a 
pioten,  type-carriers  separate  from  the  word-printing  mechanism,  devices  for 
operating  the  type-carriers,  hammers  Cor  driving  the  type  to  print  numbers  on 
the  platen  aforesaid  and  totalizing  mechanism  operable  to  totalize  tbe  numbers 
so  printed. 

9.  In  an  adding  and  writing  machine,  the  combtnation  with  tbe  word-printing 
mechanism  having  a  platen  arranged  to  carry  paper,  of  devices  carrying  type 
Independent  of  the  word-printing  mechnnlsm,  means  for  moving  said  devices 
toward  the  platen  as  reqnlred  for  printing  nnmbem  thereon,  means  for  printing 
the  number  by  use  of  the  type  after  snld  devices  have  been  so  moved,  and  a 
totalizer  operable  to  add  tbe  numl>ers  as  printed. 

10.  In  an  adding  and  writing  machine,  the  comblnatioti  with  the  word-printing 
mechanism  having  a  platen  arranged  to  carry  paper,  of  devices  carrying  type 
independent  of  the  word-printing  mechanism,  means  for  moving  said  devices  to 
printing-position  adjacent  to  the  platen  as  required  for  printing  numbers,  means 
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for  recordlDK  ntter  nld  devices  stop  adjacent  to  tbe  platen,  a  totalizer,  and 
meeiis  for  operating  tbe  same  after  eecb  number  bae  been  recorded. 

11.  Tbe  combination  witb  word-printing  mecbanlam  having  a  platen  arranged 
to  carry  paper,  of  type-carriers  sepanite  from  tbe  word-prlntlug  mecbanism,  a 
aeries  of  relatively  movable  types  carried  by  each  type-carrier,  meane  for  moT- 
Ing  tbe  type-carriers  toward  tbe  platen,  stops  to  limit  movement  of  tbe  type- 
caniera,  and  bammers  for  driving  tbe  type  to  print. 

12.  Tbe  combination  with  word-printing  mecbanism  bavlng  a  platen  arranged 
to  carry  paper,  of  devices  carrying  type  Independent  of  tbe  word-printing 
mecbanism,  means  for  alining  any  desired  type  curried  by  the  said  devices 
adjacent  to  tbe  platen  aforesaid,  means  for  driving  the  type  so  alined  against 
tbe  said  platen  to  print,  and  automatic  means  for  rotating  tbe  platen  after  tbe 
type  bas  beeo  drlvei  to  print. 

13.  In  a  machine  of  the  character  described,  word-printing  mechanism  baring 
a  platen  arranged  to  carry  paper,  adding  mechanism,  type-carriers  separate 
from  tbe  word-prlnttng  mecbanism.  a  series  of  relatively  movable  type  carried 
by  each  of  said  type-carriers,  me»ns  for  aitntng  any  desired  type  on  the  type- 
carrlera  adjacwt  to  the  platen  aforesaid,  means  for  drivlnx  the  type  so  alined 
against  tbe  said  platen  to  print  numbers,  and  means  for  operating  the  adding 
mechanism  to  add  the  numbers  so  printed. 

Type-writing,  and  adding  machines  had  long  been  in  separate  use 
before  the  conception  of  the  invention  of  the  issue  which  consists  in 
combining  the  two  without  introducing  any  novel  elements  into 
either.  The  old  elements  of  the  adding-machine  operate  in  the  com- 
bined machine  in  the  same  way  and  perform  the  same  functions  as 
when  operated  separately.  The  adding-machine  ii:%d  by  Newman 
is  described  as  the  "  Registering  Accountant,"  that  had  been  invented, 
patented,  and  put  into  general  commercial  use  by  Burroughs.  It  is  of 
the  class  that  prints  the  numbers  added  together,  and  also  prints  the 
total  upon  a  sheet  of  paper  carried  upon  a  platen  or  roller  similar  to 
that  used  in  the  ordinary  type-writers.  The  combination  of  the  two 
machines  is  effected  by  arranging  a  single  platen  or  roller  to  cooperate 
with  the  printing  mechanisms  of  both  the  type-writing  and  the  add- 
ing machine.  Newman's  combination  consists  in  placing  the  type- 
writing and  the  adding  machine  side  by  side,  and  providing  suitable 
means  for  conducting  the  platen  or  roller  from  a  position  where  it 
coSperates  with  the  printing  mechanism  of  the  type-writing  machine 
to  a  position  where  it  cooperates  with  the  printing  mechanism  of  the 
adding-machine.    As  described  by  Newman : 

In  the  combined  type-writing  and  adding  machine,  tbe  same  carriage  or  platen 
piifflces  for  both  machines,  the  carrinf:e  of  the  adding  machine  being  removed 
when  tbe  lype-wrlting  machine  Is  conntn-led  up  or  combined  wHb  It. 

He  states  that  one  of  the  objects  of  his  invention  is; 
To  provide  type-writing  mechanism  and  special  means  for  combining  such  mech- 
anism with  such  an  adddlne-macblne.  whereby,  when  the  two  machines  are  con- 
jointly operated,  the  whole  of  a  bill,  statement,  pay-roll,  etc..  except  the  column 
of  numbers  to  be  added  and  the  total  thereof,  will  be  printed  by  the  type-writing 
mecbanism  while  tbe  adding-machine  will  perform  In  full  the  same  work  for 
which  tt  Is  intended  when  It  Is  to  be  operDletl  liide|ie:idently. 
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Id  Hopkins's  combination,  the  two  mechanisms  are  not  fused  to- 
gether as  contended ;  but  the  type-writing  mechanism  is  superimposed 
upon  the  adding  mechanism.  Notwithstanding  the  difference  between 
the  two  structures  in  this  respect,  the  purpose  and  result  are  substan- 
tially the  same.  In  both,  the  two  mechanisms  operate  independently 
of  each  other  and  are  brought  into  cooperative  reUtionship  by  the 
platen  or  roller.  Some  of  the  claims  of  the  issue  specify  that  the 
type-carriers  are  separate  from  the  word-printing  mechanism.  And 
Hopkins  stated  one  of  the  objects  of  bis  mechanism  to  be — 
to  produce  an  adding  and  writing  machine,  the  two  departments  of  which  are 
conjointly  or  separately  operable,  for  the  purpose  of  printing  either  Joint  or  In- 
d^tendent  records. 

By  means  of  the  combination  of  the  issue  it  is  made  possible  to 
write  and  foot  up  a  bill  or  statement  of  account  by  the  mechanical 
operation  of  printing  the  several  items  of  the  same  on  the  type-writ- 
ing machine,  and  printing  and  adding  the  figures  upon  the  adding- 
machine,  with  the  cooperation  of  a  single  platen  or  roller. 

Newman's  application  was  filed  February  7, 1901,  and  that  of  Hop- 
kins January  24,  1903 ;  and  it  appears  that  a  former  interference  had 
been  declared  between  them.  The  issue  of  that  interference  is  defined 
io  the  three  following  counts : 

1.  The  comhlnatlon  with  a  type-writing  mecbanlsm  and  an  adding  mechanism, 
of  a  poper-carrlage,  a  roller  or  platen  thereon  arranged  to  feed  a  sheet  of  pepOT 
to  both  mechanlame,  and  meaiiH  for  rotating  the  roller  operated  by  a  part  of 
the  addlng-machlne. 

2.  The  combination  with  a  type-writing  mechanism,  and  an  adding  mechanism, 
of  a  paper-carriage,  a  roller  or  platen  thereon  arranged  to  feed  a  sheet  of  paper 
to  both  mechanisms,  and  means  for  rotating  the  roller  operated  by  a  part  of 
the  adding  mechanism  or  manually  as  desired. 

3.  The  combination  with  a  type-writing  mechanism,  and  an  adding  meclian- 
ism,  of  a  paper-carriage,  a  roller  or  platen  thereon  arranged  to  feed  a  sheet  of 
paper  to  both  mechanisms,  manually-operated  mechanism  for  rotating  the 
roller,  and  automatic  means  for  rotating  the  roller  at  the  end  of  each  line  of 
printing. 

Hopkins  failed  to  file  the  preliminary  statement  required,  and  a 
decision  was  rendered  in  favor  of  Newman.  Thereafter,  the  Primary 
Examiner  rejected  ten  claims  of  Hopkins  that  were  in  his  application 
at  the  time  of  the  declaration  of  this  first  interference,  and  the  three 
new  claims  added  subsequently,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  all 
readable  on  the  structure  disclosed  in  Newman's  application,  and 
therefore  concluded  by  the  former  adjudication.  This  objection  was 
afterward  withdrawn,  the  claims  allowed,  and  the  present  interfer- 
ence declared.  Hopkins  moved  to  dissolve  this  second  interference  on 
the  two  grounds  that  there  was  no  interference  in  fact,  and  that  New- 
man had  no  ri&iit  to  make  the  claims.  .  ^  . 
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Newman  also  moved  to  dissolve  on  the  grounds  that  Hopkins  had 
no  right  to  make  the  claims,  and  that  the  question  of  priority  was  res 
adjudicata.  Both  mqtions  were  denied  by  the  Primary  Examiner. 
Newman  took  no  testimony  as  to  date  of  conception  and  reduction  to 
practice  but  relied  on  the  filing  date  of  his  application  therefor. 

In  a  lengthy  and  well-considered  decision,  the  Examiner  of  Inter- 
ferences awarded  priority  to  Newman.  He  held  that  Newman  had 
the  right  to  make  the  claims,  was  the  first  to  conceive  the  invention, 
and  also  that  the  question  of  priority  was  settled  by  the  former  de- 
cision. The  same  conclusions  were  reached  by  the  Kxaminers-in- 
Chief,  and  the  Commissioner  in  turn,  and  the  decision  in  favor  of 
Newman  was  affirmed. 

The  contention  that  Newman  had  no  right  to  make  the  claims  of 
the  issue,  is  founded  on  the  fact  that  his  applicatioD  did  not  disclose 
certain  elements  of  the  adding-machine  recit«d  in  the  counts  thereof. 
This  was  overruled  by  the  Primary  Examiner,  and,  as  we  have  seen, 
by  each  tribunal  of  the  Office. 

It  is  true  that  the  Newman  application  does  not  specifically  de- 
scribe certain  elements  of  the  adding-machine  that  are  recited  in  the 
claims  of  the  issue.  His  drawing  and  specification  show  a  type- 
writing and  adding  machine  placed  side  by  side,  with  suitable  means 
for  adapting  a  single  platen  to  cooperate  with  the  printing  mechanism 
of  each  machine.  The  printing  mechanism  of  the  type-writer  is 
shown  in  the  drawing  and  described  together  with  the  mechanism 
fCH-  actuating  and  controlling  the  movement  of  the  platen.  The 
drawing  shows  only  the  case  and  a  few  minor  elements  of  the  adding- 
machine.  The  application  to  which  this  drawing  is  attached  con- 
tains, among  others,  the  following  statements : 

M7  invHition  relates  to  combined  type-writing  and  adding  machines  and  bas 
for  Its  object  to  provide  typewriting  niecbanleo)  and  ImproTed  meane  for  com- 
bining tbe  same  witb  adding  mechanism. 

In  tbe  present  embodiment  of  my  Invention  I  have  lUustrated  it  In  connection 
with  an  adding-machine  of  tlie  class  known  as  "  Registering  Accountants  "  and 
a  special  object  of  tlte  present  Invention  Is  to  provide  means  whereby  type- 
writing mechanism  may  be  combined  with  snch  an  addlog-macbine. 

Aa  Is  well  known  to  those  skilled  In  the  art,  addlng-macliines  of  tbe  class 
mentioned  are  provided  with  keyboards  and  in  their  operation  ttaey  print  the 
several  numbers  to  be  added  as  well  as  tbe  sums  of  said  numbers. 

In  the  first  action  taken  in  the  Office  on  Newman's  application,  he 
was  requested  by  the  Examiner  in  charge  to  state  the  name  of  the 
patentee  of  the  adding-machine  which  he  had  referred  to  as  the 
"  Registering  Accountant"  He  responded  with  an  amendment  stat- 
ing that  the  machine  was  one  that  had  been  patented  to  Burroughs, 
No.  604,968,  on  September  12,  1893.  No  further  identification  or 
description  was  called  for.    The  Burroughs  patent  and  machine,  so 
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designated,  show  the  ^jecific  features  of  the  adding-machine  specified 
in  the  claims  of  the  issue. 

The  testimony  shows  that  the  Burroughs  adding-machine  was  on 
the  market  first  in  1893  and  continually  until  after  Newman's  applica- 
tion had  been  filed,  and  that  the  name  "  Registering  Accountant " 
had  been  put  in  a  prominent  place  mi  every  machine.  The  words  were 
also  used  on  the  stationery,  letterheads  and  in  the  pamphlets  of  the 
makers,  which  contain  illustrations  of  the  machine  substantially  the 
same  as  shown  in  Kewman's  drawings.  Expert  witnesses  for  Hop- 
kins testified  that  they  could  not  construct  a  machine  embodying  the 
issue  of  the  interference  from  Newman's  specifications  and  drawings 
alone,  because  the  details  of  the  adding-machine  were  not  therein 
^own.  But  one  of  these  said,  on  cross-examination,  that  the  keys 
and  case  shown  in  Newman's  drawings  resembled  the  Burroughs  ma- 
chine, that  he  knew  of  no  other  machine  having  the  distinctive  ap- 
pearance of  the  Burroughs,  and  that  he  could  recognize  the  Burroughs 
machine  from  a  side  view.  Another  said  that  the  Burroughs  machine 
comprises  accumulating  mechanism,  sect  or- bars  or  type-carriers, 
movable  type  in  such  bars,  and  a  series  of  hammers  for  driving  the 
type.  These  are  elements  of  the  issue  not  specifically  disclosed  in 
Newman's  application.  A  third  said  that  all  the  elements  which  he 
had  said  were  not  specifically  shown  in  Newman's  application  were 
embodied  in  the  Burroughs  machine  as  made  in  1901  ahd  several 
years  before,  and  well  known  as  the  Burroughs  *'  R^stering  Ac- 
countant." He  also  said  the  outline  and  certain  details  of  the  New- 
man drawing  had  the  appearance  of  the  Burroughs  machine,  and  he 
knew  of  no  other  machine  having  those  distinctive  outlines.  Further, 
he  said,  that  from  the  drawings  and  descriptions  of  Newman  he 
could  construct  a  type-writer  and  paper-carriage  which  might  be  at- 
tached to  a  Burroughs  machine,  though  he  could  not  therefrom  con- 
struct the  adding  machine.  He  was  then  asked ;  "  But  you  could 
constnict  the  type-writer  and  paper -carriage  in  such  manner  as  to 
use  the  same  in  connection  with  a  regular  Burroughs  machine,  used 
bodily,  with  the  paper-support,  of  course,  unmoved?  "  To  which  he 
answered  "  Yes."  Now,  wliile  one  unskilled  in  the  art  and  relying 
alone  on  the  drawings  and  specification  of  Newman,  could  not  have 
made  the  adding-machine  referred  to  therein,  it  is  perfectly  plain  that 
one  so  skilled  could  readily  have  constructed  it;  and  having  con- 
structed it  could  then  construct  the  type-writing  machitie  and  con- 
nections, from  Newman's  drawings  and  specification,  and  produce  the 
combination  of  the  is.sue.  Newman  did  not  undertake  to  make  any 
change  in,  or  improvement  upon  the  adding  mechanism  of  the  well- 
known  "  Registering  Accountant,"  patented,  manufactured  and  sold 
by  Burroughs,  which  he  described  as  a  part  of  his  combination.  His 
invention  began  with  it,  and  consisted  in  combining  therewith  the 
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type-writing  machine,  and  making  the  specified  change  in  the  car- 
riage whereby  a  single  platen  is  made  to  cooperate  with  the  separate 
printing  mechanisms  of  the  two  machines  in  combination.  The  speci- 
fication  and  drawings  describing  the  "  Registering  Accountant "  as 
the  adding-machine  of  the  combination,  the  want  of  specification  of 
its  elements  and  their  functions  was  supplied  and  rendered  certain 
by  the  reference.  What  was  new  he  described  with  sufficient  detail, 
and  it  was  not  essential  to  describe  that  which  was  old  and  well 
known.    As  was  aptly  said  by  the  Commissioner: 

The  apeclflaitlon  of  n  patent  1b  addressed  to  persona  skilled  tn  the  art,  and 
a  disclosure  tberetn  wtilcb  is  sufficient  to  enable  such  persons  to  make  aod  use 
the  same  cotutltntes  a  cconpllance  wltb  tbe  requirKneots  of  section  4888  of  the 
Revised  Statutes. 

The  doctrine  is  well  established.  {Kilbauivi  v.  Himery  C.  D.,  1907, 
552;  128  O.  G.,  1689;  29  App.  D.  C,  54,  60;  Webtter  Loom  Co.  v. 
Biggins,  C.  D.,  1882, 285 ;  21  O.  G.,  2031 ;  105  U.  S.,  580,  586 ;  Carnegie 
Steel  Co.  V.  Cambria  Iron  Co.,  C.  D.,  1902,  592;  99  O.  G.,  1866;  185 
U.  S.,  403,  487.) 

The  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  also  concurred  in  holding  that 
Hopkins's  evidence  was  insufficient  to  show  a  conception  of  the  in- 
vention earlier  than  the  date  on  which  Newman's  application  had 
been  filed;  and  we  see  no  reason  to  doubt  the  correctness  of  their 
conclusion.  As  Kewman  was  entitled  to  make  the  claims  of  the 
issue  under  the  description  in  his  application,  and  was  the  first  to 
conceive  the  invention  disclosed,  it  follows  that  he  is  entitled  to  the 
award  of  priority. 

This  renders  it  unnecessary  to  consume  time  with  the  discussion 
of  the  effect  of  the  former  adjudication  in  his  favor  upon  the  issue 
as  disclosed  in  the  first  interference. 

For  the  reasons  given,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  decision 
awarding  priority  of  invention  to  Newman  was  ri^t,  and  it  will 
therefore  be  affirmed;  and  this  decision  certified  to  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Patents  as  the  law  requires.    Aifirmed. 


(Court  of  Appeals  of  the  UlHtrlct  of  CalUmbU.] 

The  Winchester  Kefeatino  Abms  Company  v.  The  PETEiia  Cak- 

TBIIMiE   Com  PANT. 

D&Aded  March  S,  1908. 

134  O.  O.,  2080;  30  App.  D.  O.,  60S. 

Tkadi-Marks — "  Sei.f-Loadino  " — Desceiptite. 

Tbe  words  "Self-Loading"  as  applied  to  a  cartridge  adapted  for  use 
with  an  automatic  gun  are  descriptive  and  not  registrable  as  a  technical 
trade-mark. 
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Mr.  George  D.  Seymour  for  the  appellant. 

Mr.  Frank  T.  Brown,  Mr.  F.  A.  Hopkins,  and  Mr.  Arthur  L. 
Sprinkle  for  the  appellee. 

RoBB,  J.: 

This  is  an  opposition  by  The  Peters  Cartridge  Company  to  the 
registration  of  the  words  ^'  Self -Loading  "  as  a  technical  trade-mark 
for  cartridges.  (C.  D.,  1907,  181;  128  O.  G.,  3287.)  The  grounds 
of  the  opposition  are  that  The  Peters  Cartridge  Company  is  a  manu- 
facturer of  cartridges  similar  to  and  susceptible  of  the  same  use  as 
those  manufactured  by  appellant,  and  that  the  mark  sou^t  to  be 
registered  is  a  necessary  and  desirable  term  to  apply  to  certain  forms 
of  cartridges. 

The  record  discloses  that  appellant  put  upon  the  market  a  gun 
of  the  type  theretofore  known  as  "  automatic  "  and  widely  advertised 
it  as  "  Winchester  Model  1905  Self-Loading  Kifle,"  and  that  shortly 
thereafter  it  designed  and  put  upon  the  market  cartridges  adapted 
for  use  in  the  new  gun  and  which  it  advertised  and  sold  as  "  Win- 
chester Self-Loading"  cartridges.  The  record  further  shows  that 
in  seventeen  different  patents  issued  by  the  Patent  Office  from  1837 
to  1864  the  term  *'  self-loading  "  has  been  applied  to  Rrearms  either 
by  the  patentee  in  describing  his  invention  or  by  the  Patent  Office, 
and  that  the  term  as  applied  to  guns  is  synonymous  with  "  automatic" 

Counsel  for  appellant  in  his  brief  concedes  that  the  words  "  Self- 
Loading  "  when  applied  to  a  gun  are  "  descriptive  of  the  performance 
of  the  gun  in  loading  itself."  It  necessarily  follows  that  the  words 
would  not  be  entitled  to  registration  as  a  technical  trade-mark  for 
guns.  But,  a  gun  is  no  more  self-loading  than  is  a  cartridge,  since 
it  is  the  recoil  of  the  cartridge  when  fired  that  operates  the  breech 
mechanism  of  the  gun  and  thereby  ejects  the  empty  shell  and  permits 
a  fresh  cartridge  to  take  its  place  in  the  gun-chamber.  "  Seif- 
Loading,"  when  applied  to  a  gun,  suggests  to  the  trade  a  so-called 
automatic  gun,  and  when  applied  to  a  cartridge  suggests  with  equal 
force  and  aptness  the  function  of  the  cartridge.  Moreover,  it  is  per- 
fectly apparent  from  an  examination  of  the  record  that  appellant 
selected  these  words  and  attempted  to  trade-mark  them  because  they 
aptly  informed  the  trade  of  the  purpose  for  which  its  goods  are  made 
and  of  the  use  to  which  they  are  to  be  put  The  case,  therefore,  falls 
within  the  ruling  of  the  American  Circular  Loom  Co.  case,  (C  D., 
1907,  481;  127  O.  G.,  393;  28  App.  D.  C,  450,)  where  it  was  held 
that  the  words  "  circular  loom  "  when  applied  to  "  conduits  and  cov- 
erings for  electrical  conductors  containing  a  resilient  spiral  lining  " 
are  not  registrable  as  a  trade-mark  because  "  descriptive  in  the  sense 
of  the  law  forbidding  registrating  as  a  trade-mark."  The  record 
discloses  that  there  is  nothing  patentable  about  the  cartridge  to  which 
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the  exclusive  privilege  of  applying  these  words  is  sought.  The  grant 
of  such  a  privilege  would  result  in  a  decided  advantage  to  appellant 
and  enable  it  to  enjoy  a  measurable  monopoly  not  contemplated  or 
authorized  by  law. 

We  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  appellant  has  no  right  exclusively 
to  use  these  words  as  applied  to  cartridges,  and  that  the  Commis- 
sioner was  right  in  so  holding.  The  decision  appealed  from,  there- 
fore, is  affirmed.  The  clerk  of  the  court  will  certify  this  opinion 
and  the  proceedings  in  this  court  to  the  Commiaaioner  of  Patents,  m 
■accordance  with  law. 


[Coart  of  ApiwalH  ol  the  District  ot  Columbls.] 

J.  C.  S0HEB8  &  Co.  V.  Xedhan,  Executor  of  the  Last  Will  and 
Tbstament  of  J.  F.  Horn. 

Decided  JprtI  7,  1908. 

134  O.  G.,  2031 ;  31  App.  D.  C,  193. 

1.  Tradb-Marks — iNTEBTERENce — Idehtitt  of  OtxtDs — ^Thb  Qdehtior    Should 

Not  Be  Raised  fob  the  Fibst  Tike  or  Afpeau 
The  queatlon  of  Interfereice  In  fact  ebould  be  raised  before  tbe  Examiner 
of  Interferences  in  accordance  nttb  tbe  requlrememtB  of  Rule  49  of  the 
Trade-Mark  Rules  within  tbe  time  stated  therein.     It  will  not  be  deter- 
mined on  Appeal  when  not  properly  raised  below. 

2.  Same — Saue — Ciasb  of  Mebchakpise. 

HelA  that  an  application  for  r^tstratlon  of  a  trade-tnark  for  whisky  Is 
not  restricted  to  com  whisky. 

Mr.  R.  H.  McNeill  for  the  appellant. 

Mr.  A.  E.  Wallace  and  Mr.  E.  T.  Fenwick  for  the  appellee. 

RoBB,  J.: 

Tliis  is  a  trade-mark  interference  case  in  which  appellants  seek  a 
review  of  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  awarding 
priority  of  adoption  and  use  to  appellee  of  the  words  "  Poplar  Log  ** 
or  "  Old  Poplar  IjOg  "  as  a  trade-mark  for  whisky. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  and  the  Commissioner  in  turn  have 
given  careful  consideration  of  the  evidence  in  the  case,  and  concur  in 
finding  that  the  appellee  adopted  and  used  these  marks  many  years 
prior  to  1884,  the  earliest  date  claimed  by  appellants.  We  have  care- 
fully reviewed  the  testimony  introduced  by  appellee,  and  agree  fully 
with  the  Patent  Office  tribunals,  whose  findings  of  fact  in  a  case  like 
this  should  receive  great  consideration. 
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The  appellee  in  support  of  his  own  testimony  produced  his  books 
and  several  disinterested  witnesses.  No  effort  has  been  made  to  im- 
peach or  contradict  him  or  his  witnesses.  We  think  ha  has  shown 
that  he  started  in  the  wholesale  liquor  business  in  1869 ;  that  he  subse- 
quently in  1874  engaged  in  distilling;  that  from  18&9  he  has  con- 
tinuously handled  "  Poplar  Log "  whisky ;  that  he  originated  this 
brand;  that  it  has  become  identified  with  his  name;  that  he  sold  this 
brand  of  whisky,  either  labeled  or  otherwise  marked  as  such,  in  bar- 
rels and  bottles  throughout  many  of  the  Southern  States  and  later  in 
New  York  State,  We  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  consider  in  greater 
detail  appellee's  evidence. 

The  question  was  raised  before  the  Commissioner  for  the  first  time 
that  there  is  no  interference  in  fact  between  these  parties,  because  ap- 
pellants adopted  the  words  "  Poplar  Log  "  as  a  trade-mark  for  com 
whisky  and  the  testimony  shows  that  appellee  has  used  the  mark  in 
connection  with  the  sale  of  rye  whisky.  Rule  49  of  the  Rules  of  the 
Patent  Office  relating  to  trade-marks  requires  such  a  question  to  be 
raised  within  the  stated  time  before  the  Examiner  of  Interferences, 
who  in  turn  is  directed  by  the  rule  to  transmit  the  papers  to  the  Ex- 
aminer in  charge  of  trade-mark-s  for  his  determination.  This  rule 
is  within  the  authority  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  to  promulgate, 
and  must  be  complied  with.  Manifestly  this  court  will  not  determine 
questions  not  properly  raised  below.  The  Examiner  in  chai^  of  trade- 
marks is  peculiarly  qualified  by  reason  of  his  training  and  experience 
to  pass  primarily  upon  such  a  question,  and  the  parties  and  the  Com- 
missioner of  Patents  and  this  court  are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  his 
finding.  It  would  be  manifestly  unjust  to  permit  the  defeated  party, 
who  has  unsuccessfully  endeavored  to  prevent  his  adversary  from 
obtaining  registration,  to  now  contend  that  no  interference  in  fact 
exists.  It  may  be  stated,  however,  that  in  this  case  the  application 
of  appellants  is  not  restricted  to  com  whisky  but  for  use  as  a  trade- 
mark for  whisky. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  affirmed,  and  the 
clerk  of  the  court  will  certify  this  opinion  and  the  proceedings  in  this 
court  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  in  accordance  with  law.  Af- 
firmed. 

ICourt  of  Appeals  ol  the  District  of  Columbia.] 

Fbnner  V.  Blake. 

Decided  March  S,  1908. 

134  O.  O.  2244 ;  ,T0  App.  D.  C,  507. 

INTERFEBEBCE OWOIHALITT DI8CLOSDBE    MUST    IHCLCDK    IDEA.    OF   MBAKB. 

The  communlcatloD  of  an  Idea  of  tbe  desirabtlltr  of  accomplishing  a  cer- 
tain result,  witbout  a  discloBUre  of  the  means  to  be  emploTcd,  cannot  be 
regarded  aB  a  conimunlcatlOD  of  an  Invention, 
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Mr,  J.  C.  Pennie  and  Mr.  C.  J.  0''Neill  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  W.  5.  Duvall  for  the  appellee. 

Shepabo, /.; 

Charles  L.  Fenner  appeals  from  the  decisiion  of  the  CommisBioner 
of  Patents,  in  an  interference  case,  awarding  priority  of  invention  of 
a  combination  of  bed  and  couch,  to  his  opponent  John  L.  Blake. 

The  issue  contained  twenty-one  counts.  Three  of  these,  numbers 
1,  7,  and  21,  were  set  out  in  the  decision  below  as  sufficient  to  indicate 
the  scope  of  the  invention.  This  seems  a  correct  conclusion,  and  has 
been  acquiesced  in  by  the  parties.    Those  counts  are  as  follows : 

1.  In  a  combined  bed  and  coucb,  the  combination  with  tbe  bed-frame  of  a 
laterallr-moTable  support  pivoted  to  tbe  bed-frame,  a  seat  member  and  a  back 
member  plvotallr  connected  together  and  to  said  support,  and  an  equaliilog 
memtwr  pivoted  to  the  bed-frame  and  to  one  of  eald  members. 

t.  In  a  combined  bed  and  coucb  tbe  combination  with  the  bed-frame  com- 
prising a  base  and  ends,  of  two  rocker-arms  pivoted  to  said  frame,  tbe  seat  and 
bach  members  pivoted  to  each  other  and  to  said  rocker-arms  respectively  and 
movable  from  a  position  In  alinement  with  each  other  to  a  portion  at  right 
angles  to  each  other,  releamble  locking  means  for  holding  said  members  in  tbe 
rlgbt-angled  position,  and  an  arm  pivoted  to  one  of  said  members  and  to  said 
frame  so  as  to  awing  said  members  laterally  wben  they  are  swung  on  tlie  rocker- 
arms. 

21.  In  a  combined  bed  and  couch,  the  combination  with  the  bed-frame,  of  a 
swinging  support  mounted  thereon,  the  seat  and  back  members  plvotally  con- 
nected with  said  support  and  each  other,  an  arm  pivoted  to  tlie  bed-frame  and 
to  one  of  Bald  membere  and  positioned  so  as  to  awing  tbe  said  support  when 
the  member  to  which  the  arm  Is  pivoted  Is  swung  on  tbe  support,  a  staple 
mounted  on  one  of  said  membern,  an  arm  slldably  mounted  In  said  staple  and 
having  a  notch  for  engaging  the  staple,  a  dog  pivoted  to  the  notched  arm  and 
provided  with  a  notcb  for  engaging  the  staple  so  as  to  disengage  tbe  arm 
carrying  It  from  tbe  staple  upon  proper  relative  movement  of  said  memtvers- 

The  invention  of  the  issue  is  an  improvement  in  bed-couches  of 
what  is  called  the  Davenport  type  or  style,  in  which  the  back  of  the 
couch  is  adapted  to  be  dropped  to  the  plane  of  the  seat,  thereby  form- 
ing a  bed.  The  mechanism  for  accomplishing  this  comprises  two 
iron  members  attached  to  the  seat  and  back  respectively  and  hinged 
together,  a  member  pivoted  to  the  pintle  of  the  hinge  and  also  the 
base  of  the  couch,  which  is  called  the  suspension-bar,  and  a  link 
pivotally  attached  to  the  end  and  to  the  back  of  the  couch,  called 
the  equalizing-bar.  The  back  of  the  couch  is  kept  in  its  vertical  posi- 
tion by  means  of  a  latch,  which  is  automatically  disengaged  by  raising 
the  seat.  Upon  lowering  the  back  the  seat  is  carried  forward  by  the 
suspending  and  equalising  bars  to  the  extent  that  the  seat  and  back 
project  equal  distances  beyond  the  base  or  box  of  the  conch  when 
transformed  into  a  bed. 

BUke*8  application  was  Bled  September  30,  1904.  Fenner  filed 
his  application  October  3, 1904,  and  received  a  patent  thereon  May  16, 
69025— H.  Doc  1349. 80-2 27 
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1905.  As  Blake's  application  was  in  the  Office,  Fenner  takes  no 
advantage  by  virtue  of  his  patent,  and  has  the  ordinary  burden  of 
the  junior  party  in  interference. 

Fenner  was,  at  the  time  the  inventiMi  was  made,  general  manager 
of  the  furniture  factory  of  V.  K.  Sammons  in  Kansas  City,  Mo. 
Blake  was  the  foreman  of  the  upholstery  department  of  the  same 
factory,  and  had  charge,  also,  of  the  assembling  of  the  parts  of 
couches  made  therein.  The  invention  was  developed  and  reduced  to 
practice  in  the  factory  during  the  summer  of  1903. 

The  issue  between  the  parties  is  that  of  originality.  The  swinging 
couch  embodying  the  invention  of  the  issue  of  the  interference  was 
assembled  by  Blake  in  his  department,  and  was  shortly  thereafter 
sold.  Others  were  thereafter  made  and  sold  by  Sanmions.  The 
Sammons  factory  had  previously  manufactured  and  sold  Daven- 
port couches  of  what  was  called  the  "  sliding "  and  "  gate-end " 
patterns.  These  were  not  satisfactory  because  to  convert  the  couch 
into  a  bed,  it  had  to  be  pushed  away  from  the  wall,  the  result  of 
which  was  the  moving  and  frequent  injury  of  carpets.  Besides,  they 
did  not  work  satisfactorily  in  some  other  respects.  Fenner  claims 
to  have  conceived  the  idea  of  the  swin^ng  couch  in  order  to  overcome 
said  defects.  He  claims  that  he  directed  the  construction  of  the 
hinges  and  bars,  and  directed  their  new  arrangement,  and  that  the 
work  done  by  Blake  in  assembling  the  parts  was  under  his  instruc- 
tions. Blake  claims  to  have  discovered  the  improvement,  without 
suggestion  from  Fenner  or  any  one  else,  and  to  have  constructed  and 
assembled  the  parts  of  the  first  swinging  couch  that  was  made. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  was  of  the  opinion  that  Fenner 
had  not  communicated  the  invention  to  Blake,  and  decided  in  favor 
of  the  latter.  The  Examiners-in-Chief  reversed  his  decision  and 
awarded  the  invention  to  Fenner.  On  appeal  to  the  Commissioner, 
who  agreed  with  the  Examiner  of  Interferraices,  the  last  decision  was 
reversed. 

Owing  chiefly  to  lengthy  examinations  and  cross-examinations  of 
the  witnesses  produced,  the  record  of  the  evidence  is  voluminous. 
The  material  portions  of  this  evidence  have  been  reviewed  at  length, 
and  fairly,  in  the  several  decisions  of  the  Patent  Office. 

We  concur  in  the  conclusions  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  and 
Commissioner,  and  as  the  decision  of  the  latter  wU],  therefore,  be 
affirmed,  we  think  it  would  serve  no  important  purpose  to  add  any- 
thing to  their  discussion  of  the  testimony. 

It  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  Blake  undoubtedly  assembled  all  the 
parts,  and  produced  the  first  construction  embodying  the  invention, 
that  was  seen  in  the  Sammons  factory;  and  that  while  Fenner,  as 
weU  as  others,  realized  the  importance  of  improving  upon  the  sliding 
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Davenport,  of  former  manufacture,  and  may  have  had  the  idea  of 
substituting  a  swinging  one  therefor,  he  has  failed  to  prove  a  con- 
ception of  the  means  to  accomplish  the  desired  result,  much  less  its 
communication  to  Blake. 

Fenner  having  failed  to  overcome  the  case  in  favor  of  Blake,  the 
Commissioner  was  right  in  awarding  the  invention  to  Btake.  The 
decision  will,  therefore,  be  affirmed.  The  clerk  will  certify  this  deci- 
sion to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  as  required  by  law.    A'ffirmed. 


[Court  ol  Appeals  of  the  DiBtrlct  of  Columbia.] 

American  Stovb  Company  v.  Detboit  Stove  Works  and  Babbtow 
Stovb  Company.  Babstow  Stove  Company  v.  Detroit  Stove 
Works  and  American  Stove  Company. 

Decided  May  6, 1908. 
134  O.  G..  2245 ;  31  App.  D.  C„  304. 

1.  TRADB-MABKB—REOifiTBATton  Vhdbb  Ihvalio  Actof  1870— BvitwKCE  or  Glaiu 

or  OwHEfiSHiP. 
Although  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  18T0  was  held  uoconstltutlonal,  the  reg- 
Istratlou  of  a  mark  under  that  act  fB  evldoice  of  a  claim  to  the  mark  by 
the  reglBtraat  as  of  the  date  of  the  registration. 

2.  Sam»—Vapob- Stoves  abd  Coai.-Stovbs  Goods  of  Sauk  Descriptive  Pbop- 

Gasolene  and  vapor  Btoves  are  aaed  for  the  same  purpose  ae  coal  and  wood 
stoves  and  belong  to  the  same  genus.  One  wbo  adopts  the  word  "Jewel " 
as  a  trade-mark  for  gasolene  and  vapor  stoves  with  fall  knowledge  of  the 
nse  at  that  time  of  the  same  word  for  coal  and  wood  stoves  Is  not  entitled 
to  reglBtratlon. 

3.  Same — Interfebercg — Heheabiro  to  Aduit  Newly-Dibcovebed  Evidekcg — 

Appeal, 
The  reopening  of  a  case  for  the  Introduction  of  newly-dlscoverd  evidence 
Is  always  a  matter  for  the  trial  court  and  In  Its  discretion,  and  the  Court 
of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  will  not  review  tbc  decision  of  the 
Commissioner  of  Patents  upon  this  point,  except  where  It  appears  that 
there  has  heen  an  abuse  of  discretion. 

4.  Same — Saub — Testiuoky — Leadino  QcEsrioPts. 

"  We  have  observed  a  tendency  on  the  part  of  patent  attorneys  to  dis- 
regard the  rules  of  evidence  by  aslclng  questions  grossly  leading  and  sug- 
gestive, and  It  may  not  be  amiss  to  state  that  where  timely  objection  Is 
noted  lu  the  record  this  court  will  be  diepoeed  to  apply  the  rule  and  entirely 
disregard  such  testimony ." 

5.  Sake — Saue — Testhioht     Stiowina     MARUPACTrnBE    of    Abticles — Sai^es 

Abs^tued. 
In  a  trade-mark  Interference  Involving  the  word  "  Jewel "  for  stoves  the 
court  observed  that,  had  the  testimony  established  with  certainty  the  manu- 
facture of  stoves  bearing  the  mark  in  question,  the  Bales  of  such  stoi'es 
would  have  bem  aasumed. 
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6.  Saue— Saus— Weioht  or  Obal  E^idknoe  Whsbe  Hbcobd  ErtDEKCE  Ezibts. 
The  IndeQnIte  oral  teattmony  of  witnesses  as  to  the  sale  of  goods  t>earlng 
a  given  trade-mark,  given  more  than  tblrty  years  after  tbe  events  to  which 
the  testimony  relates,  will  not  be  accepted  as  sufficient  where  ft  appears 
that  records  were  In  existence  which  would  have  proved  the  facts  desired 
to  be  proved  beyond  peradTentnre,  bad  they  been  consnlted. 

Mr.  H.  N.  Low,  Mr.  J.  W.  Munday,  and  Mr.  H.  L.  Clarke  for 
appellants. 

Mr.  E.  ir.  FoeK,  Mr.  T.  E.  Robertson,  and  Mr.  S.  R.  Bettg  for 
appellee. 

RoBB,  J. : 

These  are  interference  proceedings  involving  the  ri^t  to  the  use  of 
the  word  "  Jewel  ^'  as  a  trade-mark  for  stoves.  As  originally  declared 
only  the  American  Stove  Company  and  the  Detroit  Stove  Works 
were  involved.  Upon  the  taking  of  testimony  by  the  former  company 
evidence  was  adduced  tending  to  show  that  the  Barstow  Stove  Com- 
pany and  the  Union  Stove  Works  had  used  the  mark  prior  to  its 
use  by  either  of  the  two  parties  to  the  interference.  Thereupon  the 
Barstow  Stove  Company  filed  an  application  for  registration  of  the 
mark  and  was  made  a  party  to  the  interference.  The  relation  be- 
tween the  American  Stove  Company  and  the  Barstow  Stove  Company 
is  friendly,  as  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  they  were  represented  by  the 
same  counsel  before  the  Patent  Office. 

We  will  first  consider  the  relative  merits  of  the  claims  to  priority 
of  the  American  Stove  Company  and  of  the  Detroit  Stove  Works. 
The  Examiner  of  Interferences,  whose  opinion  was  sustained  by  the 
Commissioner  of  Patents,  found  that  the  Detroit  Stove  Works  in 
1874  adopted  and  used  the  words  "  Crown  Jewel "  and  the  word 
"Jewel "  alone  as  a  trade-mark  on  coal  and  wood  stoves;  that  the 
company  has  continuously  and  very  extensively  used  the  word 
"  Jewel "'  as  a  trade-mark  since  that  time ;  and  that  it  began  the  manu- 
facture of  vapor-stoves  in  1883  and  later  gas-stoves,  and  used  the 
same  trade-mark  for  these  productions.  We  have  carefully  examined 
the  record  and  believe  it  fully  sustains  said  findings.  It  also  appears 
that  in  1878,  and  again  in  1897,  the  company  registered  the  word 
"  Jewel  "  as  a  trade-mark  for  stoves.  ^Mxile  the  1878  registration  was 
under  a  law  that  was  subsequently  declared  imconstitutional,  it 
nevertheless  clearly  establishes  the  contention  of  the  company  that  for 
more  than  thirty  years  it  has  claimed  this  word  as  a  trade-mark. 

The  earliest  date  claimed  by  the  American  Stove  Company  is  1881. 
It  appears  that  the  predecessors  of  this  company  at  that  time  adopted 
the  word  as  a  trade-mark  for  its  gasolene  or  vapor  stoves  notwith- 
standing theJr  knowledge  of  its  prior  adoption  and  extensive  use 
by  the  Detroit  Stove  Works  on  coal  and  wood  stoves.    The  American 
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Stove  Company  now  seeks  registration  of  the  word  for  vapor  or 
gasolene  stoves  on  the  ground  that  there  is  such  a  fundamental  dif- 
ference between  such  stoves  and  the  stoves  originally  manufactured 
by  the  Detroit  Stove  Works  as  to  entitle  the  American  Stove  Com- 
pany to  the  right  of  registration.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  this  com- 
pany's predecessors  adopted  this  word  when  they  knew  that  the 
Detroit  Stove  Works  had  given  it  a  trade  value  in  the  manufacture 
and  sale  of  stoves,  we  are  not  disposed  to  indulge  in  fine  distinc- 
tions for  the  purpose  of  permitting  this  company  to  hold  what  its 
predecessors  thus  unjustly  appropriated.  Gasolene  or  vapor  stoves 
are  used  for  the  same  purpose  as  coal  and  wood  stoves  and  belong  to 
the  same  genus.  The  structural  differences  existing  between  them 
are  largely  due  to  the  character  of  the  fuel  used.  We  agree  with  tlie 
Commissioner  that — 

to  permit  one  maDutacturer  to  use  npon  his  gas  and  gasolene  stoves  the  mark 
npoa  whlcb  another  manufacturer  bas  built  up  a  trade  In  coal  and  wood  stoves 
would  Inevitably  lead  to  mistakes  and  confuse  purdiaeers 

As  between  the  Detroit  Stove  Works  and  the  American  Stove  Com- 
pany, the  former  must  prevail. 

Iliis  brings  us  to  the  consideration  of  the  case  between  the  Detroit 
Stove  Works  and  the  Barstow  Stove  Company.  When  the  Barstow 
Stove  Company  was  admitted  as  a  third  party  to  the  interference 
and  given  opportunity  to  present  proof,  the  company  permitted  that 
opportunity  to  pass  without  taking  any  testimony  and  informed 
counsel  for  the  Detroit  Stove  Works  that  it  would  take  no  testimony 
but  would  rely  upon  the  depositirais  of  Lothrop  H.  Lewis  and  Albert 
N.  Taylor  as  taken  by  the  American  Stove  Company.  Upon  a  finding, 
more  than  a  year  later,  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  adverse 
to  the  Barstow  Stove  Company,  the  company  filed  a  motion  to  re- 
open the  case  for  the  purpose  of  taking  newly-discovered  testimony. 
This  motion  after  careful  consideration  was  denied  by  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences,  and  later  on  appeal  by  the  Commissioner.  This 
motion  was  based  upon  certain  affidavits,  including  the  affidavit  of 
J.  P.  Barstow,  president  of  the  company.  These  affidavits  contain 
nothing  warranting  the  coiicluFdon  that  the  testimony  sought  to  be 
introduced  could  not  have  been  discovered  during  the  time  fixed 
for  the  taking  of  testimony  by  the  use  of  ordinary  diligence.  They 
contain  no  showing  tiiat  any  effort  whatever  was  originally  made  to 
discover  additional  evidence. 

The  reopKiliig  of  n  cause  for  tbe  Introduction  of  newly-dlacovered  evidence 
la  always  a  matter  for  tbe  trial  court  and  In  Its  discretion.  (Richard*  v. 
Meismer,  C.  D.,  1906,  595;  114  O.  0.,  1831;  24  App.  D.  C.  309.) 

There  has  been  no  abuse  of  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  Commis- 
sioner in  defying  the  above  motion.  '^  itn.v^k' 
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This  brings  us  to  a  discussion  of  the  merits  of  the  case.  The  senior 
party,  the  Detroit  Stove  Works,  as  previously  stated,  adopted  this 
mark  in  1874  and  since  that  time  has  given  it  wide  publicity — the 
evidence  showing  that  the  yearly  sales  of  the  company  of  "  Jewel " 
stoves  now  exceed  $3,000,000,  and  that  the  word  is  known  to  the  trade 
even  better  than  the  firm-name. 

The  Barstow  Stove  Company  relies  upon  the  testimony  of  the  wit- 
nesses Lewis  and  Taylor  and  certain  inconsequential  rebuttal  testi- 
mony. The  witness  Lewis  testified  that  he  had  worked  for  the 
Barstow  Stove  Company  since  1865,  and  that  up  to  1876  he  worked 
on  patterns  and  after  that  time  as  a  foreman.  The  witness  stated 
that  the  company  had  manufactured  parlor-stoves  under  the  name 
of  "  Jewel "  since  he  had  entered  its  employ,  and  for  about  five  years 
had  been  manufacturing  ranges  nnder  that  name.  The  witness  was 
shown  an  1868  catalogue  of  the  company  and  found  thereon  a  repre- 
sentation of  a  "  Jewel "  parlor-stove.  He  also  produced  an  ircm 
pattern  from  which  castings  for  the  stove  were  made,  and  into  which 
was  cast  "  Patent  Jewel  April  15,  1862."  The  witness  at  first  testi- 
fied without  reservation  that  this  casting  was  made  in  1862  but  later 
admitted  the  notation — 
means  Jnst  wbat  it  says  od  there,  tbe  patoit  and  the  date. 

He  also  testified  that  several  thousand  "  Jewel "  stoves  had  been 
made  by  the  company.  Taylor  testified  that  lie  had  been  employed 
by  the  Barstow  Stove  Company  since  1864  as  a  molder,  and  that  the 
company  had  been  manufacturing  "  Jewel "  stoves  since  that  time. 
The  witness  stated  from  recollection  that  the  company  had  also 
manufactured  stoves  designated  as  "  The  Harp,"  "  Old  Wood,"  "  Bay 
State,"  "  Model  Cook,"  "  Union  Cook,"  "  Barstow  Cook,"  "  Pattern 
Cook,"  "  May  Flower,"  "  Lilydale,"  and  "  Parlor  Franklin."  He 
was  asked  about  how  many  castings  a  week  were  then  being  made  for 
stoves  having  "  Jewel  "  on  them,  and  replied : 

More  or  less,  according  to  the  way  they  order.  It's  an  old  stove  and  has 
seen  Its  beet  days. 

The  weight  of  some  of  the  most  material  testimony  of  these  two 
witnesses  is  greatly  lessened  because  the  testimony  was  given  in  re- 
sponse to  leading  and  improper  questions,  and,  if  the  disposal  of  the 
case  depended  upon  this  testimony,  we  would  feel  constrained  to 
sustain  the  objections  noted  at  the  time,  and  disregard  it.  Instead 
of  being  asked,  what  words,  if  any,  were  used  by  the  company  in 
connection  with  the  manufacture  of  its  stoves,  and  the  nature  and 
extent  of  such  use,  the  witnesses  were  asked — 

whether  or  not  the  word  "  Jewel "  wbb  ever  used  as  a  trade-name  lu  tbe  store 
manufacturlug  business  of  the  Barstow  Stove  Company?  C    i^oolc 
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Throughout  the  ezaminfition  of  these  witnesses  leading  and  sug- 
gestive questi<ms  were  asked.  We  have  observed  a  tendency  on  the 
part  of  patent  attorneys  to  disregard  the  rules  of  evidence  by  asking 
questions  grossly  leading  and  suggestive,  and  it  may  not  be  amiss  to 
state  that  where  timely  objection  is  noted  in  the  record,  this  court 
will  be  disposed  to  apply  the  rule  and  entirely  disregard  such  testi- 
mony. The  witness  instead  of  giving  his  independent  recollection 
of  past  events  becmnes  by  this  practice  a  mere  echo  whose  recollec- 
tion stimulated  by  leading  questions  keeps  pace  with  those  questions. 
The  practice  is  objectionable  and  subversive  of  justice,  and  should  be 
stopped. 

In  June,  1905,  the  Barstow  Stove  Company,  through  its  president, 
filed  an  application  for  the  registration  of  the  words  "  Bay  State  " 
as  its  trade-mark.  Among  the  specimens  of  the  mark  filed  with  the 
application  was  one  containing  the  words  "Jewel  Bay  State."  The 
Examiner  in  a  written  communication  directed  the  attention  of  the 
company  to  this  fact  and  suggested  that  the  description  and  drawing 
should  be  revised  accordingly.  Id  reply  to  this  suggestion  the  at- 
torney for  the  company,  whose  office  was  located  in  the  same  city  as 
the  home  office  of  the  company,  withdrew  the  specimen  and  stated 
"  that  the  words  '  Bay  State '  have  been  used  alone  as  a  trade-mark." 
The  company  also  asked  leave  to  amend  the  application  so  that  it 
might  show  that  the  mark  had  been  continuously  used  since  the  year 
1848.  Leave  was  granted,  and  the  application  was  amended  accord- 
ingly. The  application,  as  amended,  was  sworn  to  by  Mr.  Barstow, 
the  president  of  the  company,  and  is  in  part  as  follows : 

The  trade-mark  consists  of  tbe  two  words  "  Bay  State."  The  trade-marb  has 
been  contlnnousif  used  in  tbe  business  of  said  corporation  dnce  January  1, 
1848.  The  class  of  mercbandlse  to  wbfcb  the  trade-marb  Is  appropriated  Is 
stoves  and  furnaces,  and  the  particular  description  of  tbe  goods  comprised 
In  said  class  upon  which  said  trade-marlt  is  used  Is,  stoves,  ranges,  KHS-stoves, 
KSB-ranges,  hot^tr  furnaces,  and  low-pressure  steam  and  bot-water  boilers  for 
beating  purposes. 

The  witness  Lewis  was  asked  how  long  the  words  "  Bay  State  " 
had  been  used  in  connection  with  stoves  and  ranges.  He  replied: 
''Probably  twenty  years,"  notwithstanding  the  sworn  statement  of 
the  president  of  the  company  that  it  had  been  the  mark  of  the  com- 
pany since  1848. 

It  is  not  stated  by  either  Lewis  or  Taylor  whether  one  or  a  hun- 
dred stoves  were  manufactured  prior  to  1874,  the  date  when  the 
Detroit  Stove  Works  adopted  this  mark ;  neither  do  they  state  when 
these  stoves  were  first  placed  upon  Uie  market.  It  is  inconceivable, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  so  much  time  had  elapsed  and  that  so  many 
different  kinds  of  stoves  had  been  manufactured  by  the  company, 
that  they  should  have  been  able  to  state  with  any  degree  of  certainty 
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the  reel  date  when  the  compan;  commenced  to  manufacture  and  sell 
theae  stoves.  If  their  testimony  with  any  degree  of  precision  fixed 
the  date  when  a  substantial  number  of  these  stoves  were  manufac- 
tured, we  would  not  hesitate  to  assume  the  sale  of  those  stoves.  In 
view,  however,  of  the  unsatisfactory  nature  of  the  testimony  of  thaas 
two  witnesses,  the  fact  that  the  books  of  the  company  were  at  its 
disposal  when  opportunity  was  given  it  to  take  testimony,  that  these 
books  must  have  disclosed  beyond  peradventure  whether  or  not  these 
stoves  were  manufactured  prior  to  1874,  and  whether  or  not  they 
were  sold  prior  to  that  date,  and  in  view  of  the  further  fact  that  prior 
to  this  controversy  we  find  the  company  disclaiming  the  word 
"Jewel "  and  the  president  of  the  company  stating  under  oath  that 
the  words  "  Bay  State  "  were  and  had  been  since  1848  the  trade-mark 
of  the  company,  we  agree  with  the  Patent  Office  that  it  would  be 
inequitable  and  unjust  and  against  the  weight  of  the  evidence  to 
deprive  the  Detroit  Stove  Works  of  the  benefit  of  a  trade-name  whidi 
it  has  taken  years  and  effort  to  establish.  We  are  impressed  with 
the  belief  that,  but  for  the  American  Store  Company,  the  Barstow 
Stove  Ck>mpany  would  not  have  become  a  party  to  these  proceedings 
since,  as  one  of  its  own  witnesses  stated,  the  stove  in  connection  with 
which  it  has  used  this  mark  "  has  seen  its  best  days." 

We  have  carefully  examined  the  testimony  as  to  th&  prior  use  by 
the  Union  Stove  Works  of  this  mark,  and  agree  with  the  Commis- 
sioner that  the  record  is  insufficient  to  constitute  a  bar  to  the  reg\a- 
tration  of  the  mark  by  the  Detroit  Stove  Works. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  in  both  caaes  was 
right,  and  is  affirmed.  The  clerk  of  the  court  will  certify  this  opinion 
and  the  proceedings  in  this  court  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents, 
according  to  law.    Aiflrmed. 


[Court  of  Appeals  ot  the  District  of  Columbia.] 

Weeks  v.  Dale. 

Decided  MUrch  S,  1908. 

135  O.  a.,  218;  30  App.  D.  a,  4B8. 

IitTEarEBEKce — Obioin  alitt— Ev  xdence. 

W..  ^bo  was  a  manufacturer  of  cluster-sockets,  eotercd  Into  a  contract 
wltb  D.,  whereby  he  was  to  furnlsb  sucb  sockets  to  D.  and  to  no  otber  manu- 
focturer,  and  D.  was  to  pusb  the  sale  of  tbe  same.  Tbere  was  a  demand  for 
an  ItnproTed  form  of  socket,  and  W.  coDstriicted  sucb  a  dertce  embodytng 
tbe  Issue  In  August,  19Q2,  wblcb  be  testlfled  he  diowed  to  D.  Held  tbat 
this  testimony  In  view  of  tbe  relation  t>etween  tbe  parties  and  in  tbe 
absence  of  nn  unequlTocal  denial  by  D.  is  sufficient  to  establish  sucb  die- 
ciosure. 
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Mr.  W.  Clyde  Jones,  Mr,  R.  L.  Ames,  and  Mf.  MelviUe  Church  for 
the  appellant. 
Mr.  W.  M.  Stockbndge  for  the  appellee. 

Shepabd,  J.  : 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patenia 
awarding  priority  to  John  H.  Dale  of  the  invention  of  a  cluster- 
socket  in  an  interference  proceeding  having  the  following  issue : 

L  Id  a  dnater-socket,  the  comblnatlOD  of  a  flnldiltiK-cap  and  a  block  of  iDra- 
latlng  material  located  ccDtrallf  tbereln,  and  tuiviag  lamii-coiitactB  attached 
thereto  for  a  pluralltr  of  lamps,  said  block  being  BU|>porte(l  wholly  by  siiid  cap, 
and  a  snltabte  support  with  wbtcb  said  cap  Is  removably  connected. 

2.  A  clnster-aocket,  comprialng  n  flnlsblng-cnp.  means  for  attaching  it  to  a 
anppMt,  a  block  of  insulating  material  located  centrally  inside  of  the  cap,  lamp- 
socket  terminals  attached  to  the  block,  and  means  for  supporting  and  suspending 
the  block  nixin  or  from  the  cap  whereby  it  Is  removable  with  the  cap  from  the 
support 

6.  A  cluster-socket,  comprising  a  aoisbing-cap  having  a  plurality  of  openings  ' 
therein,  a  metallic  dish  closing  the  top  of  said  cap,  and  removably  connected 
therewith  and  having  means  for  attachment  to  a  support,  a  block  of  Insulating 
material  wholly  within  the  cap  and  mounted  Independent  of  said  disk  and  elec- 
tric terminals  carried  by  the  Insulating-block  and  presented  at  the  respective 
openings  in  the  cap. 

7.  A  cluster-socket  comprising  a  dome-shaped  Bnlshlng-cap  having  a  plurality 
of  openings  therein,  a  support-piate  adapted  to  cover  the  concave  side  of  said 
cap  and  removably  connected  therewith,  a  block  of  Insulating  material  inside  of 
aald  cap,  circuit-terminals  attached  to  said  block  and  blodlng-ecrewB  for  con- 
ductors connected  with  said  terminals  and  located  on  that  face  of  the  block 
adjacent  to  said  support-plate,  whereby  the  removal  of  the  cap  from  the  support- 
plate  will  expose  the  binding- screws. 

The  issue  of  the  declaration  contained  three  other  counts  numbered, 
respectively,  3,  4,  and  5 ;  but  as  to  them  the  interference  was  dissolved. 

The  invention  in  contrpversy  is  an  electrical  fixture  known  as  a 
"  cluster-socket,"  which  is  a  single  structure  adapted  to  support  a 
plurality  of  incandescent  lamps,  and  to  convey  current  commonly  to 
all  of  them.  This  cluster  is  of  the  type  known  as  the  wireless  cluster, 
being  so  constructed  that  no  electric  wires  are  used  except  the  two 
circuit-wires.  The  wireless  cluster  comprises  a  block  of  insulating 
material  to  which  are  attached  two  master  plates  or  pieces  having 
attached  to,  or  formed  upon  them  the  lamp-holding  and  contact 
devices  so  that  when  current  is  delivered  to  the  two  plates  from  the 
two  main  wires,  it  will  be  distributed  to  all  of  the  lamps.  The  struc- 
ture also  comprises  an  external  facing  or  finishing  cap  having  orifices 
through  which  the  lamps  are  thrust  to  engage  the  contact  devices,  and 
a  base  which  is  secured  to  the  ceiling,  and  to  which  the  finishing-cap 
is  secured. 

In  the  invention  of  the  issue  the  block  of  insulating  material,  the 
contact-plates  and  the  lamp-holding  devices  are  all  supported  upon 
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the  finisbing*cap  so  that  by  disconnecting  the  cap  and  the  base-plate, 
having  the  latter  attached  to  the  ceiling,  the  entire  mechanian  is 
exposed. 

Dale  filed  his  application  February  18,  1904,  and  the  same  ripened 
into  a  patent  on  April  19,  1904.  Wceks's  application  was  filed  Mav 
17,  1904. 

Weeks  was  an  inventor  and  manufacturer  of  clusters  covered  by  two 
patents  that  had  been  issued  to  him,  the  first  on  March  28, 1898.  Dale 
was  the  president  of  th«  Dale  Company  which  was  engaged  in  the 
manufacture  and  sale  of  electrical  fixtures.  Weeks  sold  the  product 
of  his  manufacture  to  the  Dale  Company,  and  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment with  it,  which  was  renewed  January  4,  1902.  The  last  agree- 
ment is  the  only  one  in  evidence,  but  was  shown  to  be  a  substantial 
renewal  of  the  former  one.  Weeks  bound  himself  to  sell  the  devices 
covered  by  his  patents  to  the  Dale  Company  and  not  to  supply  the 
same  to  any  person  or  persons  in  the  United  States  for  any  reason 
whatever.  This  included  also  any  improvements  in  rearrangement  of, 
or  additions  to  the  said  device  which  Weeks  may  invent  or  receive  a 
patent  for.  The  Dale  Company  agreed  to  push  the  sale  of  the  device, 
to  introduce  it,  so  far  as  it  lay  in  its  power,  throughout  the  United 
States,  to  advertise  it,  and  to  order  it  from  Weeks  in  lots  of  not  less 
than  1,000.  It  also  covenanted  not  to  make  or  sell  or  procure  to  be 
made  and  sold  any  other  multiple  or  socket  clusters  than  those  fur- 
nished by  Weeks.  In  case  of  any  breach  of  the  covenants  Weeks  was 
authorized  to  terminate  the  agreement  upon  thirty  days'  written 
notice.  In  such  event  AVeeks  was  to  fill  all  pending  orders,  and  the 
Dale  Company  was  to  have  the  right  to  sell  the  balance  of  stock, 
subject  to  the  agreed  payments  to  Weeks. 

Considerable  sales  were  made  under  these  agreements.  Competi- 
tion with  the  product  of  another  and  later  inventor  in  the  same  field, 
apparently,  caused  a  diminution  of  sales,  and  suggested  the  impor- 
tance of  an  improvement  in  the  old  device.  Weeks's  preliminary 
statement  claims  conception  of  the  invention  of  the  issue  in  July, 
1899,  and  reduction  to  practice  in  July  or  August,  1899.  Dale,  who 
is  the  president  of  the  Dale  Company,  claimed  conception  in  Janu- 
ary, 1903,  disclosure  and  drawings  in  the  same  month,  and  reduction 
to  practice  in  November,  1903.  Dale  took  no  testimony  in  support  of 
his  said  dates,  but  relied  on  his  application  as  filed.  Weeks  has  not 
only  the  ordinary  burden  imposed  upon  the  junior  party  in  all  cases, 
but  also  the  additional  burden  created  by  the  patent  issued  to  Dale 
before  his  later  application  was  filed. 

Weelts  attempted  to  show  that  he  had  conceived  the  invention  in 
1899,  constructed  a  model  and  disclosed  it  to  Dale.  All  the  tribu- 
nals of  the  Office  concurred  in  the  conclusion  that  his  evidence  was 
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insufficient  to  prove  disclosure  of  this  device  to  Dale.  Weeks  also 
introduced  evidence  tending  to  show  the  construction  of  a  device  em- 
bodying the  invention  of  the  issue,  which  he  exhibited,  that  it  had 
been  reduced  to  practice,  and  that  he  had  shown  and  explained  it  to 
Dale  in  August,  1902.  The  testimony  is  clear  that  he  made  the  device 
in  1902,  and  all  of  the  tribunals  below  concurred  in  holding  that  it 
had  been  constructed  about  the  time  claimed.  No  practical  test  was 
made  to  show  tliat  it  was  capable  of  being  used  successfully,  prior  to 
the  taking  of  the  testimony  in  the  case.  It  appeared  then  to  work 
successfuUy. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  held  that  the  device  as  constructed 
was  nothing  more  than  a  model,  and  required  an  actual  test  to  demon- 
strate its  capacity,  and  show  reduction  to  practice.  He  also  held 
the  testimony  insufficient  to  show,  with  the  requisite  certainty,  that 
Weeks  had  shown  and  explaiued  this  model  to  Dale.  The  Examiners- 
in-Chief,  on  appeal,  held  that  whether  called  a  model  or  not,  the 
Weeks  construction  of  1902  was  a  full-sized  device  obviously  capable 
of  conducting  currents  of  electricity  to  and  from  standard  electric 
li^ts  screwed  into  its  socket,  and,  therefore,  a  reduction  of  the  in- 
vention to  practice.  They  were  satisfied,  also,  that  he  had  shown  and 
explained  the  device  to  Dale  in  August,  1902.  Consequently  they 
reversed  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  and  awarded 
priority  to  Weeks,  The  Commissioner,  who  concurred  in  the  views 
of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences,  reversed  their  decision  and  awarded 
priority  to  Dale. 

In  the  view  that  we  have  taken  of  the  evidence  relating  to  the 
communication  of  the  invention  to  Dale  in  August,  1902,  it  is  unnec- 
essary to  consider  the  question  of  invention  in  1809  and  communica- 
tion thereof  to  Dale,  or  that  of  reduction  to  practice  through  the 
construction  of  the  full-sized  device  or  model  of  1902. 

Dale,  as  we  have  seen,  gave  no  testimony  relating  to  his  conception 
and  construction,  relying  on  his  application  therefor.  Weeks  testi- 
fied positively  that  he  had  shown  and  explained  the  construction  of 
1902  to  Date  in  August  of  that  year.  He  had  no  reason,  at  that'time, 
for  concealing  the  device  from  Dale,  and  there  were  strong  reasons 
why  he  should  have  shown  it  to  him  as  soon  as  completed.  Weeks 
was  needy  and  was  still  in  contractual  relations  with  Dale  who  had 
the  exclusive  right  to  market  his  inventions.  Both  were  directly  in- 
terested in  their  success.  Dale  testified  that  the  sales  of  the  old 
cluster  had  fallen  off  by  reason  of  competition  in  the  market  with 
a  new  cluster  that  had  been  put  upon  the  market  by  another.  Dale 
was  called  as  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf  to  contradict  the  testimony 
of  Weeks  on  this  point.  After  some  preliminary  evidence  in  which 
he  said  that  Weeks  had  endeavored  to  lead  him  to  believe  that  he  was 
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striving  to  improve  upon  the  cluster  they  were  selling,  but  had  never 
produced  a  cluster  or  drawing  of  one  that  would  enlighten  him  as 
to  its  construction,  he  was  shown  the  Weeks  1902  construction  and 
asked  if  he  had  ever  seen  one  like  it,  and  if  so  under  what  circum- 
Btances.    His  reply  was : 

The  xample  Jofit  bnnded  me  <s  stmllar  to  tbe  one  afaown  me  by  Weeks,  with- 
out tbe  Interior  con  struct  t<»i.  I  am  not  sure  It  Is  the  name  In  all  details,  bnt 
Its  general  appearance  1b  tbe  same. 

He  was  then  told  by  bis  counsel  that  Weeks  had  testified  that  he 
had  shown  him  this  sample  in  August,  1902,  and  that  he  (Dale)  had 
given  it  general  approval  end  asked  how  soon  he  could  have  the  same 
ready  to  place  on  the  market;  and  asked: 

What  Is  your  eotnin«it  upon  this  testimony  of  Mr.  WeeftsT 

He  answered: 

Mr.  Weeks  never  showed  me  that  cluster  In  tbe  form  it  Is  In  at  the  presoit 
time:  and  If  he  had,  I  should  have  told  him  that  such  a  device  was  not  prac- 
ticable. 

He  further  said : 

I  told  Mr.  Weeks  that  I  wns  pleased  to  note  he  was  worbInK  along  lines  that 
would  overcome  tbe  uecessjty  of  using  a  porcelain  base,  and  tliat  I  hoped  that  be 
would  make  all  baste  to  produce  a  finished  article  which  I  assured  bim  that  I 
would  heartily  welcome  tn  order  to  meet  the  Benjamin  Company  competition. 

Other  testimony  on  behalf  of  Weeks  showed,  beyond  a  doubt-,  that 
he  had  conceived  the  invention  on  or  before  April  7, 1902,  and  during 
the  summer  of  that  year  had  constructed  the  device  produced  in  evi- 
dence. He  made  a  sketch  illustrating  his  conception  and  left  it  with 
Howson  and  Howson,  patent  attorneys  of  New  York,  after  explaining 
it  fully.  This  sketch  bore  the  file-mark  of  the  office  dated  April  7, 
1902.  Some  five  or  six  months  thereafter,  he  took  the  completed  de- 
vice to  the  same  ofBce  where  it  remained  until  delivered  to  Weeks's 
counsel  in  this  case  for  use  therein.  This  device  corresponded  with 
the  sketch  and  Weeks's  explanation  of  the  same.  His  object  was  to 
have  an  application  made  for  a  patent ;  but  as  he  was  in  debt  to  How- 
son and  Howson  for  services  rendered  in  a  former  interference 
case,  nothing  was  done  by  them.  Other  testimony  tended  to  show 
that  Weeks  was  poor  and  in  want  of  money  at  that  time  and  after- 
ward. Dale  admitted,  as  we  have  seen,  that  Weeks  appreciated  the 
importance  of  making  an  improvement  upon  his  old  cluster,  and  had 
told  him  he  was  striving  to  accomplish  it;  and  that  the  device  shown 
to  him  by  Weeks  in  August,  1902,  was  similar  in  general  appearance 
to  the  exhibit.  He  said,  however,  that  it  was  without  the  internal 
construction. 

Considering  the  contractual  relations  between  the  parties  at  the 
time,  and  their  mutual  interests,  it  is  incredible  that  Weeks,  who  had 
the  completed  device  at  the  time,  would  have  made  a  different  one  to 
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show  to  Dale,  or  would  have  changed  the  interior  construction  of  the 
old  one  in  order  to  deceive  Dale,  who  was  an  expert  manufacturer 
of  such  articles.  He  could  have  had  no  motive  for  such  action.  It  is 
incredible  also  that  Dale  could  have  had  the  device  shown  to  him 
without  examining  the  interior  construction,  which  contained  the 
essential  feature  of  the  invention,  and  examining  it  to  ascertain  if  it 
was,  indeed,  an  improvement  upon  the  old  one  in  any  respect.  It 
is  significant,  also,  that  Dale  did  not  attempt  to  describe  the  interior 
construction  of  the  device  that  he  saw,  notwithstanding  he  undertook 
to  support  his  denial  of  its  approval  by  him,  as  testified  by  Weeks 
by  saying  that  if  Weeks  had  shown  the  device  to  him  "  in  the  form 
it  is  in  at  the  present  time,"  he  would  have  told  him  that  such  a  device 
was  not  practicable.  Why  he  would  have  told  him  it  was  not  prac- 
ticable, he  did  not  attempt  to  explain. 

We  think  the  evidence,  direct  and  circumstantial,  is  sufficient  to 
show  Uiat  Weeks  conceived  the  invention  of  the  issue  and  communi- 
cated it  to  Dale,  who  cannot,  therefore,  be  held  to  be  the  inventor 
notwithstanding  he  has  received  the  patent  for  it. 

For  the  reasons  given,  the  decision  awarding  priority  to  Dale  will 
be  reversed,  and  this  judgment  certified  to  the  Commissioner  of 
Patents  as  the  law  requires.     It  is  so  ordered.     Reversed. 


IConrt  ol  Appeals  ol  tbe  District  at  Columbia.) 

Kentucky  Distilleries  &  Warehouse  Company  v.  Ou>  Lexington 
Club  Distilling  Company. 

Decided  April  7,  1908. 
135  O.  G.,  220;  31  App.  D.  C.  223. 

1.  Tude-Masks— Name  or  Applicant. 

Where  the  appilcaiit  Is  a  coriKiratiou  a  trade-name  which  le  substantially 
a  reproduction  of  the  corporate  name  cannot  be  registered  as  a  tecbnlcal 
trade-mark. 

2.  Same— Com Bi NATION  of  Descriptive  and  Ueoobaphical  Tebus  not  Kegis- 

TBABLK. 

The  word  "Club"  as  applied  to  llquora  having  become  deitcriptlve  and 
the  word  "  Lexington  "  being  geographical,  the  term  "  Old  Lexington  Club  " 
as  applied  to  whislty  is  not  registrable  us  a  technical  trade-mark. 

3.  Same — Exclusive  Vhe. 

A  marli  cannot  be  reglBtered  under  the  "  ten-years  "  cianse  ol  the  act  of 
February  20,  1H05.  where  a  mark  so  nearly  Identical  thereto  as  to  be  likely 
to  confuse  and  mislead  the  public  has  been  used  by  another  during  the  ten 
years  next  preceding  the  paBsage  of  the  act. 

Mr.  J.  L.  Hopkins  and  Mt.  W.  N.  Crtymwell  for  the  appellant.' 
Mr.  A.  E.  Wallace  and  Mr.  J.  M.  Coit  for  the  appellee.      ,)qIc 
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Van  Obsdel,  J.: 

This  is  &n  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
granting  the  spplication  of  appellee  to  register  the  words  "  Old 
Lexington  Club  "  as  a  trade-mark  for  whisky.  Opposition  was  duly 
filed  to  the  registration  of  this  mark  by  appellant.  It  appears  from 
the  record  that  appellee  and  its  predecessors  have  used  this  mark  on 
certain  of  its  distilled  products  since  the  year  1874.  Appellant  bases 
its  opposition  upon  the  use  by  itself  and  its  predecessors  of  the  words 
"  Lexington  Club  "  as  a  mark  on  certain  of  their  products  continu- 
ously since  the  year  1878.  Objection  is  raised  by  both  parties  to  this 
controversy  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  pleadings  of  the  other  to  sup- 
port the  position  here  assumed.  We  are  not  impressed  with  mere 
technicalities  in  this  class  of  cases,  when  it  appears  that  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Patents  has  considered  the  issues  presented  on  appeal. 

Appellant  comes  here  upon  the  following  assignment  of  errors : 

First :  Because  tbe  CommlBsioDer  of  Patents  erred  In  awarding  registratton 
to  the  appllCADt 

Second :  Because  he  erred  In  dlBmiasing  the  opposition. 

Third  :  Because  the  decision  Is  against  the  law  and  the  evidence. 

Fourth:  Because  he  erred  In  refusing  to  consider  evidence  of  abandonment 
adduced  from  applicant's  witnesses. 

Fifth :  Because  he  erred  In  finding  that  the  casual  Intermittent  and  spas- 
modic use,  if  any,  made  by  applicant's  predecessors  prior  to  opposer's  date  of 
first  use  was  sufficient  to  establish  a  trade-mark  right. 

Sixth :  Because  he  erred  In  finding  tliat  the  words  "  Lexington  Club  "  consti- 
tute a  technical  mark  and  that  they  are  subject  to  exclusive  appropriation. 

Seventh:  Because  he  erred  In  holding  that  an  applicant  Is  not  estopped  b; 
his  oath,  bringing  bis  application  under  tbe  ten-year  proviso,  from  claiming  It 
as  a  technical  trade-mark. 

Eighth :  Because  he  erred  In  holding  that  an  averment  in  the  declaration 
bringing  the  application  under  the  ten-year  proviso  Is  "mere  surplusage"  and 
that  the  applicant  is  not  bound  thereby. 

Ninth :  Because  he  erred  In  finding  that  the  application  was  not  made  under 
the  ten-year  proviso  on  the  act  of  February  20,  1905. 

There  are  several  provisions  of  the  statute,  which,  we  think,  forbid 
the  registration  of  the  mark  in  question.  Section  5  of  the  act  of 
Congress  of  February  20, 1905,  among  other  things,  provides: 

That  no  mark  which  consists  merely  In  the  name  of  an  individual,  firm,  cor< 
poration,  or  association,  not  written,  printed,  Impressed,  or  woveif  in  some 
particular  or  distinctive  manner  or  in  association  with  a  portrait  of  the  In- 
dividual, or  merely  In  words  or  devices  which  are  descriptive  of  the  goods  with 
which  they  are  used,  or  of  the  character  or  quality  of  such  goods,  or  merely  a 
geographical  name  or  term  shall  be  registered  nnder  tbe  terms  of  this  act 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  trade-name  here  sought  to  be  regis- 
tered is  almost  a  reproduction  of  the  corporate  name  of  the  applicant 
In  fact,  it  seems  probable,  from  an  examination  of  the  record  in  this 
case,  that  the  corporate  name  of  the  appellee  company  was  derived 
from  the  mark  sought  to  be  registered,  since  "  Old  Lexington  Club  " 
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was  a  name  applied  to  liquor  distilled  and  aold  by  the  predecessors  in 
business  of  appellee. 

We  are  also  of  the  opinion  that  the  words  "  Old  Lexington  Club  " 
do  not  constitute  a  technical  trade-mark.  The  word  "  Club,"  as  ap' 
plied  to  liquors,  has  become  a  descriptive  term.  A  word  in  its  early 
use  may  be  neither  descriptive,  nor  denote  quality,  but  by  constant 
and  repeated  use  and  application  to  a  particular  product  become 
descriptive  of  such  goods,  and  also  denote  their  quality.  Counsel  for 
appellant  in  their  brief  cite  fifty-six  combinations  of  the  word  "  Club," 
which  have  been  registered  in  the  Patent  Office,  to  be  used  as  trade- 
marks on  different  kinds  of  liquors,  principally  whiskies.  Such  an 
indiscriminate  use  of  a  word  as  has  been  made  of  the  word  "Club," 
in  connection  with  the  marking  of  brands  of  liquors,  can  ccmvey  to 
the  public  hut  one  meaning :  that  it  is  descriptive  of  the  goods  and 
denotes  certain  qualities  possessed  by  them.  In  Cahn  v.  Hoffman 
House,  (28  N.  Y.  Supp.,  388,)  the  Court  said: 

In  tbe  case  at  bar  It  appears  uncballeoged  tbat  tbe  word  "Club,"  wboi  ap- 
plied to  tbe  rarlouB  kinds  of  wlues  and  liquors,  has,  bj  osage  In  tbe  wine 
and  UqiioF  trade,  acquired  a  apeclal  and  well-uud«^ood  meaning,  and  Indi- 
cates tbat  tbe  wine  or  liquor  so  marked  ts  wine  or  liquor,  as  tbe  case  may  be, 
of  superior  grade  or  quality.  For  tbat  reason,  I  am  of  tbe  opinion  that  tbe 
two  cases  are  distinguishable.  ObserTlug  tbe  meaulng  of  tbe  word  "Club" 
In  tbe  wine  and  liquor  trade,  it  seems  clear  and  Indisputable  tltat  tbe  inscrip- 
tion of  tbe  plalntlfTB  label  consists  wholly  of  a  combination  of  words  in  ordi- 
nary use  as  descriptive  adjectives,  "  Maryland "  denoting  geographical  origin 
of  tbe  product,  "Club"  Its  quality,  and  "  Rye  Whiskey  "  its  kind.  It  Is  well- 
settled  law  tbat  words  In  ordinary  use,  or  combinations  of  sucb  words,  whlcb 
are  descriptive  only  of  a  particular  product  la  tbe  respects  mentioned,  are  ln> 
capable  of  excloaive  appropriation  for  the  purposes  of  a  trade-mark. 

It  will  be  observed  in  this  case  that  the  word  "  Maryland  "  was 
held  c^jectionable  as  denoting  the  geographical  region  from  which 
the  product  was  derived.  In  the  case  at  bar,  it  appears  that  the  dis- 
tillery of  appellee  is  located  at  Lexington,  Ky.,  and  that  the  name 
here  sought  to  be  registered  was  first  used  by  its  predecessors  at  that 
place.  A  geographical  name,  by  long  continued  use  on  the  goods  to 
which  the  name  is  applied  as  a  trade-mark,  conveys  to  the  public  at 
once  the  origin  of  the  product,  and  gives  to  the  goods  on  which  it  is 
used  a  significant  designation  forbidden  by  the  statute.  It,  therefore, 
is  apparent  that  the  mark  sought  to  be  registered,  cannot  be  reg- 
istered as  a  technical  trade-mark. 

Unless  appellee  can  show  exclusive  use  of  its  mark  for  ten  years 
prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  February  20,  1905,  tbe 
decision  of  the  Commissioner  must  be  reversed.  A  stipulaticm  ap- 
pears in  the  record  before  us,  wherein  it  is  agreed  by  the  parties  that 
the  appellant  has  used  the  mark  "  Lexington  Club  "  on  certain  grades 
of  liquors  distilled  by  it  continuously  since  1899.  While  the  mark 
of  appellant  "Lexington  Club"  and  the  mark  of  appellee  "Old 
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X^exington  Club  "  are  not  identically  the  same,  we  are  of  the  opini<Hi 
that  appellee  is  not  entitled  to  the  registration  of  its  mark  by  reastm 
of  having  used  the  same  exclusively  for  ten  years  prior  to  the  act  of 
February  20,  1905.  To  hold  that  appellee  is  entitled  to  such  regis- 
tration because  of  the  slight  difference  in  the  marks,  would,  at  the 
same  time,  admit  appellant  to  the  registration  of  its  mark  mider  the 
same  c<Hiditions.  The  registration  of  both  marks  by  the  Patent 
Office  is,  in  our  opinion,  forbidden  by  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of 
1905,  which  provides : 

Tbat  trade-marks  wtalcb  are  ideDtlcnl  wltb  a  registered  or  known  trade-mark 
owned  and  In  use  by  another,  and  appropriated  to  mercbandise  of  tbe  ssme 
descriptive  properties,  or  wblch  so  nearly  resemble  a  registered  or  known 
trade-mark  owned  and  in  use  by  another,  and  appropriated  to  mercbandlae  of 
tbe  same  descriptive  properties,  as  to  be  likely  to  cause  confusion  or  mietahe 
in  tbe  mind  of  tbe  public,  or  to  deceive  purcbasers,  shall  not  be  registered. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  but  what  the  use  of  the  trade-mark  "Old 
Lexington  Club  "  would  tend  to  mislead  and  confuse  the  public  with 
the  words  "  Lexington  Club,"  which  are  shown  to  have  been  widely 
used  by  appellant  for  a  long  period  of  time.  Confusion  is  not  cmly 
forbidden  between  registered  trade-marks,  but  between  a  reg- 
istered mark  and  a  mark  known  to  be  in  use.  Both  of  the  marks  in 
question  have  long  been  in  general  use,  and  the  registration  of  either 
one  would  tend  to  confuse  the  public  mind  with  the  other.  {In  re 
Herbat  Importing  Company,  ante,  383;  131  O.  G.,  1516.)  Where 
two  marks  are  so  nearly  identical  as  to  tend  to  confuse  and  mislead 
the  public,  neither  is  entitled  to  registration,  even  under  the  ten-year 
clause  of  the  act  of  1905.  We  are,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  that, 
under  the  statute,  there  has  been  no  such  exclusive  use  of  the  mark 
in  question  by  appellee  as  would  entitle  it  to  regiatrati«m.  {Worceg- 
ter  Brewing  Corporation  v.  Bueter  <&  Co.,  ante,  329 ;  133  O.  0.,  1190.) 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  reversed,  and  the 
clerk  is  directed  to  certify  thes?e  proceedings  as  by  law  required. 
Reversed. 


(Court  of  Appeals  ot  tbe  District  of  Columbla.1 

In  re  Pearsall. 

Decided  April  10,  1908. 

135  O.  G.,  221 ;  31  App.  D.  C,  265. 

Double  Patbhtinb— Two  Appucations  by  Sams  Invemtob — Oklv  One  Patbitt 

lestns. 

P.  flied  an  application  and  assigned  It  to  T.     Later  lie  filed  a  secvmd 

application  for  tbe  same  Invention  and  assigned  it  to  W.    A  patent  was 

issued  oa  tbe  latter  application.     Held  that  tbls  patent  is  a  bar  to  tbe 

Issuance  ot  a  pat^it  od  tbe  earlier  appltcatltm. 
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Mr.  E.  H.  Brown  and  Mr.  C.  E.  Foster  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  W.  S.  Ruckman  for  the  Commissioner  of  Patents. 

RoBB,  J. : 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pat- 
ents refusing  to  allow  the  following  claim : 

A  piled  or  ttifted  fabric,  baring  a  tbree-warp.  three-weft  weave.  In  wblcb  tlie 
first  weft  fe  Inserted  below  the  back-binding  warp  and  above  tbe  otber  warp- 
threads,  the  second  weft  is  Inserted  reversely  to  this,  tbe  third  weft  Is  inserted 
helow  the  upper  bladlng-warp  and  above  tbe  otber  warp-threads,  and  tbe  tufts 
are  disposed  around  the  second  weft,  whereby  tbe  pattern  Is  visible  on  tbe 
back  of  the  fabric. 

Pearsall  filed  this  application  in  the  Patent  OfSce  September  15, 
1902,  and  assigned  the  same  to  Carl  Vorwerk,  of  Barmen,  Grermany. 
On  February  18,  1904,  Pearsall  filed  a  second  application,  which  the 
Patent  Office  holds  covers  the  same  invention  and  which  he  assigned 
to  Matthew  J.  Whittall,  of  Worcester,  Mass.  Both  assignments  were 
recorded  in  the  Patent  Office.  On  November  15,  1904,  Patent  No. 
774,775  was  issued  on  the  later  application.  Whether  this  patent  was 
issued  inadvertently  does  not  appear.  Counsel  for  Vorwerk,  upon 
learning  of  the  issuance  of  the  patent  to  Whittall,  addressed  a  letter 
to  the  Commissioner  in  which  they  said : 

We  are  at  a  loss  to  understand  bow  this  Patent  No,  774,775  could  have  been 
granted  to  Pearsall  In  view  of  this  present  application  Serial  No.  173,244  which 
is  for  absolutely  tbe  same  thing.  We  feel  sure  that  Pearsall's  Patent  No. 
774,775  must  have  been  inadvertently  granted  and  we  have  to  ask  for  an  imme- 
diate declaration  of  interference  between  said  patent  and  this  pending  applt- 
catlOD  Serial  No.  178,244.  It  will  be  obvious  from  inspection  erf  tbe  figure  of 
tbe  present  application  and  Fig.  2  of  tbe  patent,  that  the  fabric  shown  In  each 
Is  absolutely  the  same. 

It  is  now  contended  that  the  invention  claimed  in  this  application 
is  not  the  same  as  that  of  the  patent.  We  find  no  merit  in  this  con- 
tention. All  the  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  have  held  that  the 
inventions  are  the  same,  and  an  examination  of  the  specifications  and 
claims  of  each  convinces  us  of  the  correctness  of  that  conclusion.  The 
structures  shown  and  described  in  the  two  applications  are  almost 
identical.    The  Commissioner  in  disposing  of  the  question  said: 

The  only  difference  between  the  construction  of  this  application  and  that  of 
the  patent  Is  that  In  the  latter  the  fill  lug-threads  are  doubled  strands  arranged 
in  three  horizontal  planes  while  in  the  application  tbe  filling-threads  are  single 
strands  in  two  horizontal  planes.  Neither  of  these  dlBtinctlons  Is  expressed 
in  the  claims  of  tbe  pateit  or  in  tbe  appealed  claim.  They  will  not  therefore 
serve  to  dinerentlate  between  the  application  and  the  patent. 

Numerous  other  errors  are  assigned  which  need  not  be  separately 
noticed  and  considered,  as  they  are  all  embraced  in  the  proposition 
69025— H.  Doc.  1340, 60-2 28 
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that  the  Commissioner  erred  in  holding  the  patent  a  bar  to  the  grant 
of  another  patent  for  the  same  invention  to  the  same  applicant. 

Appellant  contends  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Commisdoner — 
to  tasue  tbe  patent  to  Pearsall  or  «lBe  determine  In  some  wa7  wbicb  ot  the 
assignees  wne  legally  entitled  to  It  and  Issue  It  to  him. 

It  is  further  contended  that  Whittall  had  no  legal  interest  in  the 
invention  because  of  the  prior  assignment  to  Vorwerk,  and  that,  there- 
fore, the  grant  of  the  patent  was  in  excess  of  the  Commissioner's 
powers  and  a  nullity. 

The  fallacy  in  appellant's  contention  consists  in  his  assumption  that 
the  patent  to  Whittall  is  void.  The  application  forming  the  ba^s 
of  that  patent  was  regularly  made,  and,  but  for  the  prior  assignment, 
no  question  could  be  raised  as  to  the  jurisdiction  and  authority  of  the 
Commissioner  in  the  premises.  Clearly  he  had  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject-matter  of  his  decision  which  was  the  invention.  Having 
determined  that  a  patent  should  is.sue,  it  is  conceded  he  might  have 
ignored  both  assignments  and  issued  a  patent  in  tbe  name  of  the 
inventor,  which,  probably,  would  have  been  the  better  course  for  him 
to  have  followed. 

In  Gaylcr  v.  Wilder,  (10  How.,  477,)  it  was  ruled  that  where  a 
patent  issues  to  an  applicant  who  has  assigned  his  interest  therein,  the 
patent  is  valid  and  by  operation  of  law  vests  in  the  assignee. 

If  a  patent  to  an  inventor  who  has  assigned  all  his  interest  in  the 
invention  is  valid  and  by  operation  of  law  inures  to  the  benefit  of  the 
assignee,  we  fail  to  perceive  why  a  patent  to  one  of  two  rival 
assignees  does  not  vest  in  the  holder  of  the  superior  assignment.  As 
previously  stated,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  patent  to  Whittall  in- 
advertently issued,  neither  does  it  neces-sarily  follow  that  because 
Vorwerk  holds  the  prior  assignment  his  title  is  superior  to  Whittall's. 
The  record  is  silent  as  to  the  facts  and  circumstances  surrounding 
the  two  assignments. 

The  Commissioner  says: 

But  If  it  be  agreed  tbnt  the  Office  made  an  error  In  Issuing  tbe  patent  on  tbe 
second  application  Insteud  at  tbe  Qrst,  It  U  believed  tbat  tbe  error  cannot  be 
corrected  by  Isanlng  a  putent  to  appellant  *  •  •  The  patent  Is  based  upon 
tbe  application  of  Pearsall,  and  in  Issuing  tbe  same,  tbe  Office  exhausted  its 
aathority  to  grant  patents  for  tbat  Invention  based  upon  Pearsaira  Inventorship. 
Moreover,  tbe  issue  of  a  second  patent  would  not  settle  tbe  question  of  title. 
It  Is  iMlieved  tbat  appellant  niust  be  left  to  bis  remedy  in  court  where  this  ques- 
tion can  be  Anally  determined. 

Holding  as  we  do  that  the  patent  to  ^Vhittall  is  valid  and  inures 
to  the  benefit  of  the  holder  of  the  equitable  title  thereto,  it  neces- 
sarily follows,  in  view  of  the  well-established  rule  prohibiting  the 
grant  of  two  patents  for  the  same  invention  to  the  same  or  a  different 
party  {MiUer  v.  Eagle  Mfg.  Co.,  C.  D.,  1894,  147 ;  66  O,  G.,  845 ;  151 
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U.  S.,  186,)  that  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  must  be  sustained. 
If  appellant  is  the  real  owner  of  the  patent,  he  has  his  remedy  by 
appropriate  proceedings  in  a  court  of  equity. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  affirmed,  and  the 
clerk  of  the  court  will  certify  this  opinion  and  the  proceedings  in  this 
court  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  in  accordance  with  law. 
Affirmed. 


[Court  of  Appeals  o(  tbe  District  at  ColanbU.] 

Michigan  Condenso)  Mils  Company  v.  The  Kenneweo  Company. 

DedAed  March  S,  1908. 
136  O.  G.,  451 ;  30  App.  D.  C,  491. 

1.  Tbade-Mabk 8— Opposition — Mask   Ouoinating   wnn   ConBcuER  Used  bt 

Man  df  actijbeb. 
Where  a  eastomer  orders  a  maaufacturer  to  put  np  goods  under  a  certain 
brand,  wblcb  orlgluated  wttti  tbe  customer,  tbe  brand  betongs  to  blm  and 
not  to  tbe  manufacturer. 

2.  Saub — Saub — Evidence  Considebeo. 

Tbe  evidence  considered  and  beld  not  to  establlsb  tbnt  Kenneweg  ft 
Company,  tbe  predecessor  in  bueinese  of  tbe  applicant,  wKb  wbom  tbe 
mark  In  Issue  originated,  bad  only  an  exclusive  license  to  use  tbe  mark  In 
a  limited  territory. 
S.  Sake — Same — Inches. 

Tbe  fact  that  after  discovering  tbat  tbe  opponent  was  aelng  tbe  mark  In 
issue  applicant  took  no  steps  to  prevent  tbls  use  does  not  constitute  sucb 
lacbes  as  will  defeat  Its  rigbt  of  registration. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Burkart  and  Mr.  A.  P.  Greeley  for  tlie  appellant, 
Mr.  E,  S.  Duvatl,  Jr.,  for  the  appellee. 

Shepakd,  C.  J.: 

On  April  17,  1905,  the  Kenneweg  Company,  a  corporation  doing 
business  as  wholesale  grocer  in  Cumberland,  Md.,  filed  an  application 
for  the  registration  of  a  trade-mark  consisting  of  a  large  figure  of  a 
star,  in  solid  color,  with  ttie  words  "  Star  Brand,  Condensed  Milk  " 
arranged  around  it.  The  description  and  accompanying  label  show 
the  word  "Star"  above  the  representation  of  a  large  five-pointed 
star;  the  word  "  Milk  "  was  below ;  the  word  "  Brand  "  was  on  one 
side;  and  the  word  "  Condensed  "  on  the  other. 

The  Examiner  informed  the  applicant  that  the  trade-mark  ap- 
peared to  consist  of  the  representation  of  the  star  associated  with  the 
word  "Star,"  and  that  the  words  "Condensed  Milk"  must  be  can- 
celed. These  suggestions  were  followed  by  amendment  of  the  appli- 
cation in  conformity  therewith,  and  the  applicant  was  thereupon 
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notified  of  the  passage  of  the  application  for  the  required  publication. 
Within  the  period  prescribed  by  law,  the  Michigan  Condensed  Milk 
Company  filed  an  opposition  to  the  registration.  The  substantia! 
allegations  of  the  opposition  are,  that  the  said  trade-mark  is  sub- 
stantially identical  with  a  trade-mark  adopted  by  opponent  in  1890 
and  used  continuously  since  upon  the  goods  manufactured  and  sold 
by  it;  and  is  likely  to  be  mistaken  by  the  public  for  its  trade-mark: 
That  the  trade-mark  of  opponent  adopted  in  1890  was  first  placed 
upon  goods  manufactured  by  opponent  and  sold  to  the  Keimeweg 
Company  on  May  19, 1891 ;  and  that  opponent  has  never  given  to  the 
Kenneweg  Company  any  interest  in  said  trade-mark,  or  the  right  to 
use  the  same. 

The  Kenneweg  Company  replied  to  the  opposition,  alleging  that 
it  had  adopted  the  trade-mark  in  1891 ;  Uiat  the  same  had  been  de- 
signed by  it  and  used  on  condensed  milk  ordered  from  the  opponent 
about  May  19,  1891,  with  the  request  to  fumi^  the  Star  Milk  and 
place  upon  the  cans  the  label  bearing  the  adopted  mark;  that  the 
Kenneweg  Company  originated  and  adopted  the  trade-mark  before 
entering  into  any  arrangement  with  opponent,  and  that  opponent 
furnished  the  labels  from  designs  and  drawings  submitted  by  Kenne- 
weg &  Co.;  that  the  said  trade-mark  is  the  lawful  property  of  the 
Kenneweg  Company,  and  the  opponent  has  never  had  the  right  to 
use  the  same;  that  the  said  trade-mark  has  been  continuously  used  by 
the  Kenneweg  Company  in  its  business,  since  its  adoption,  and  was 
registered  by  it  April  16, 1895. 

On  the  evidence  taken  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  rendered 
a  decision  in  favor  of  the  opponent.  The  Kenneweg  Company  ap- 
pealed to  the  Commissioner  who  reversed  the  Examiner's  decision. 

The  Michigan  Condensed  Milk  Company  was  a  large  manufacturer 
of  condensed  milk  in,  and  prior  to  1891.  Kenneweg  &.  Co.  who  were 
succeeded  by  the  Kenneweg  Company  in  its  business  and  rights,  was 
engaged  in  the  wholesale  grocery  business  in  Cumberland,  Md.,  in 
and  before  1891.  It  appears  from  correspondence  between  the 
parties,  some  of  which  seems  to  have  been  lost  or  destroyed  before  the 
controversy  began,  that  on  April  14,  1891,  Kenneweg  &  Co.  wrote 
to  the  Michigan  Condensed  Milk  Company  asking  if  it  could  put 
up  for  them  a  certain  sample  of  milk  under  a  private  brand.  This 
was  satisfactory  to  the  Michigan  Company.  They  wrote  again  on 
April  24  acknowledging  receipt  of  samples  and  saying: 

You  will  please  pat  up  for  ns  25  cases  at  $4-00  f,  o.  b.  New  York,  brand  it 
star,  bavlng  a  large  if  in  tbe  label  aud  liave  tbe  color  and  general  printing 
matter  resemble  as  nearly  as  possible,  G.  B.  Eagle  brand. 

To  this  the  Michigan  Company  replied  under  date  of  April  27, 
1891,  saying:  (^^  n  mW.- 

We  bare  ordered  tbe  labels  made  and  will  get  tbem  out  aa  quick  as  we  can 
get  tbe  woodcut  completed.    We  inclose  label  so  tbat  joa  may  see  It    We  wish 
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to  know  If  7011  want  four  name  on  the  iabel  and  yonr  street  addreea  as  It 
la  OD  tbiB  one;  or  would  you  like  tbe  plala  label  "  Star  Brand  of  Condensed 
Mllh."  *  •  •  The  label  will  be  made  style  of  an  Inclosed  large  star  In 
eenter  Star  Brand. 

In  reply,  Kentieweg  &  Co.  said: 

We  prefer  not  to  have  our  name  or  addrem  on  the  label,  simply  "Star 
Brand  Condensed  Milk"  and  a  large  cat  of  a  alar. 

Kenneweg  testified  that  he  had  previously  sent  a  rou^  sketch  of 
the  desired  mark.  This  was  denied  by  the  opponent's  general  man- 
ager, Parsons.  A  shipment  of  twenty-five  cases  of  milk,  labeled  as 
shown,  was  made  to  Kenneweg  &  Co.  on  May  19,  1891,  and  others 
thereafter  during  the  several  years  that  the  parties  did  business 
with  each  other.  Kenneweg  testified  that  the  figure  of  the  star  on 
these  labels  was  colored  red,  with  the  surrounding  words  printed 
in  blue  upon  white  paper.  The  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  opponent 
shows  that  Kenneweg  was  mistaken  in  the  color  of  the  star  on  the 
earlier  shipments,  as  the  labels  printed  at  that  time  were  entirely 
blue  in  color  on  white  paper.  It  also  shows  that  the  first  labels  with 
the  red  star  were  not  printed  until  1893.  Kenneweg  may,  however, 
have  confused  the  labels  of  later  shipments  with  those  of  the  earlier 
ones,  as  they  were  identical  save  in  the  color  of  the  representation 
of  the  star.  However  this  may  be,  Kenneweg  &  Co.  continued  for 
several  years  to  order  and  sell  to  their  customers  the  "  Star  Brand 
Condensed  milk."  Sales  were  made  in  Maryland,  West  Virginia,  and 
Pennsylvania,  and  one  case  was  shipped  to  Canada.  The  evidence  of 
the  Michigan  Condensed  Milk  Company  showed  that  on  the  same  day 
that  the  first  shipment  was  made  to  Kenneweg  &  Co.,  another  was 
made  to  a  dealer  in  New  Jersey  having  the  same  label.  The  name  of 
the  manufacturer  did  not  appear  on  any  of  these  labels.  Other  ship- 
ments were  made  to  the  New  Jersey  party  during  1891  and  some  to 
a  dealer  in  Boston  in  1891.  Eight  hundred  and  fifty  cases  in  all  were 
shipped  to  Kenneweg  &  Co.  after  business  with  them  commenced. 
No  notice  was  given  to  Kenneweg  &  Co.  of  the  use  of  the  labels  in 
shipments  to  others,  and  the  fact  did  not  become  known  to  them  until 
October,  1895,  after  they  had  rejpstered  the  trade-mark  under  the 
former  law.  The  Michigan  Company  never  applied  for  registration, 
but  printed  a  registration-number  on  their  later  labels.  This  was 
claimed  as  a  registration  trade-mark  in  later  correspondence  with 
Kenneweg  &  Co.  after  their  relations  became  strained.  The  evidence 
showed  that  this  so-called  registration  was  in  the  office  of  some 
trade  journal  in  New  York  which  registered  trade-marks  at  request 
of  customers  or  subscribers.  It  is  a  fact  admitted  by  the  Michigan 
Company  that  during  the  several  years  that  it  dealt  with  Kenneweg 
&  Co.,  it  had  shipped  no  milk  with  this  label  to  any  other  dealer  in 
the  State  of  Maryland. 
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The  Michigan  Company  attempted  to  show  that  it  had  an  agree- 
ment with  Kenneweg  &  Co.  by  which  the  latter  was  to  have  the 
exclusive  right  to  sell  the  "  Star  Brand  Milk  "  in  Cumberland  and 
vicinity.  This,  Kenneweg,  as  a  witness,  expressly  denied.  As  the 
parties  had  never  met  so  as  to  have  an  oral  agreement  of  any  kind, 
it  must  have  been  made  in  writing,  either  through  the  execution  of  a 
formal  agreement,  or  the  correspondence  of  the  parties.  No  attempt 
was  made  to  show  that  such  an  agreement  had  ever  been  executed, 
and  the  only  thing  in  the  correspondence  suggesting  it,  during  the 
time  the  parties  were  doing  business  with  each  other,  was  contained 
in  a  sentence  in  a  letter  ivritten  by  the  Michigan  Company  to  Kenne- 
weg &  Co.  under  date  of  August  17,  1891.  This  began  with  a  refer- 
ence to  the  fact  that  no  order  had  been  received  for  a  long  time,  and 
the  sentence  referred  to  is  this : 

We  expected  70U  to  hare  a  large  Bale  in  tbis  brand  as  70U  have  tbe  exclusive 
control  of  It  In  your  city. 

Kenneweg  &  Co.  replied  briefly  saying  that  milk  was  too  abundant 
to  sell  much  of  the  condensed  article,  but  expected  to  have  usual  trade 
for  it  in  a  month  or  two. 

As  the  Michigan  Company  was  then  actually  selling  and  prepar- 
ing to  sell  milk  in  large  quantities  under  this  brand,  in  other  markets, 
there  may  or  may  not  have  been  a  design  in  this  casual  reference  to 
an  exclusive  control  in  Cumberland.  And  Kenneweg  &  Co.,  not 
knowing  of  other  sales  under  this  label,  may  not  have  attached  any 
significance  to  those  words.  While  this  reference  in  the  letter  and 
Kenneweg  &  Co.'s  failure  to  dispute  it  in  the  reply  might  have 
become  an  important  circumstance  in  corroboration  of  other  testi- 
mony tending  to  show  the  agreement  claimed,  it  is  not  sufficient,  by 
itself,  to  constitute  proof  that  an  agreement  in  accordance  with  it 
had  been  previously  made. 

The  Michigan  Company  failed  also  to  make  good  its  allegation  of 
adoption  and  use  of  the  labe!  before  the  request  of  Kenneweg  &  Co. 
for  a  private  brand.  As  stated  in  the  letter  to  Kenneweg  &  Co. 
before  mentioned,  the  woodcut  for  printing  this  label  was  prepared 
thereafter.  The  Examiner  of  Interferences,  who  sustained  the  oppo- 
sition on  other  grounds,  found,  as  did  the  Commissioner,  that  there 
had  been  no  such  previous  adoption  of  the  trade-mark  by  the  oppos- 
ing company. 

In  his  decision,  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  stated  it  to  be  the 
law  that: 

Wbere  a  euafomer  orders  a  manuHacturer  to  put  up  goods  under  a  certain 
brand  whicb  originates  wltb  tbe  customer,  tbat  brand  belonea  *<>  the  customer 
ond  not  to  the  niantiructiirer. 

....Google 
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The  correctness  of  this  proposition  has  not  been  controverted.  His 
conclusion,  however,  was  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  show 
that  the  Michigan  Company  had  used  the  brand  as  a  trade-mark,  and 
that  Kenneweg  &  Co.  only  had  the  exclusive  right  to  sell  goods  with 
the  label  upon  them  in  Cumberland  and  vicinity.  As  shown  herein- 
before, this  conclusion  was  erroneous.  It  was  not  until  October,  1895, 
about  six  months  after  the  registration  of.  the  trade-mark,  that 
Kenneweg  &  Co.  discovered  the  fact  that  the  Midiigan  Company  had 
been  selling  and  shipping  milk,  under  this  trade-mark,  to  Chicago. 
The  later  correspondence  between  the  parties  growing  out  of  this  dis- 
covery sheds  no  important  light  upon  the  necessary  facts  on  which 
the  controversy  depends.  It  is  enough  to  say  that  the  Michigan  Com- 
pany declared  its  original  adoption  of  the  trade-mark,  and  maintained 
that  the  sole  right  of  Kenneweg  &  Co.  therein  was  to  its  exclusive 
use  in  Cumberland  and  vicinity — a  mere  license — while  Kennew^  & 
Co.  asserted  their  own  right  to  ownership  of  the  trade-mark.  The 
opponent  having,  in  our  opinion,  failed  to  overcome  the  right  of  the 
Kenneweg  Company,  it  remains  to  consider  whether  the  latter  has 
lost  that  right  by  its  laches. 

This  contention  is  founded  on  the  fact  that  the  Kenneweg  Com- 
pany and  its  predecessor  took  no  steps,  after  discovering  the  use  of 
the  trade-mark  by  the  Michigan  Company  to  prevent  that  use.  Con- 
sent to  the  appropriation  of  his  trade-mark  by  another  is  not  to  be 
inferred  from  long  knowledge  and  silence.  The  use  of  one's  trade- 
mark by  another  is  a  continuing  wrong  and  the  right  to  prevent  its 
continuance  can  rarely  be  lost  by  mere  delay  of  assertion.  There 
must  be  some  element  of  estoppel.  Clearly,  the  Kenneweg  Company 
has  never  abandoned  the  trade-mark.  It  protested  against  its  use  by 
the  Michigan  Company,  but  for  some  reason  has  never  brought  suit. 
It  is  well  settled  that  delay  will  not  prevent  an  injunction  against 
an  infringement,  though  it  may  have  been  so  long  continued  as  to 
deprive  the  complainant  of  his  right  to  past  damages.  (McLean  v. 
Fleming,  C.  T).,  1878, 262 ;  13  O.  G.,  913 ;  96  U.  S.,  245,  251 ;  Menendes 
V.  Holi,  C.  D.,  1889,  344;  46  O.  G.,  971 ;  128  U.  S.,  514,  523.)  If  mere 
delay  would  not  protect  an  infringer  from  an  injunction  against 
further  use  of  a  trade-mark  it  necessarily  follows  that  it  cannot  be 
made  on  the  ground  of  successful  opposition  to  its  re^stration  by  the 
owner. 

Being  of  the  opinion  that  the  Commissioner's  decision  was  right, 
it  will  be  affirmed.  It  is  so  ordered,  and  that  this  decision  be  certified 
to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  as  required  by  law.    A^rmed. 


,,  Google 
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IConrt  ol  Apiwala  of  tbe  DiBtrtct  o(  Colambla.] 
BOBSABT    V.    POHL.      POHL    V.    BoSSABT. 

Decided  April  7,  J.W8. 
136  O.  Q.,  453;  31  App.  D.  C.  218. 
IMTEBFEBKNCB — OBMlBtALITT — ADMISSION   OF   PRIOR   InTENTIOH   BT  AHOTHER. 

The  teetlmon^  of  a  party  to  aa  toterfereiice  tbat  be  deTieed  a  reDiorable 
metallic  plate  for  a  specified  purpose  after  be  bad  received  tbe  siiggestton 
of  a  tblrd  party  tbrouf;b  tbe  opposInK  psrty  of  a  removable  plate  covered 
wltb  clotb  for  the  same  purpose  Is  equivalent  to  an  admlssloo  tbat  tbe 
opposing  party  was  first  in  possession  of  tbe  Invention  in  Isene  covering  a 
removable  surface  or  plate  broadly  and  oleo  a  metallic  removable  plate  for 
sncb   purpose. 

Mr.  W.  N.  Cromwell  and  Mr.  J.  W.  Steward  for  Bossart. 
Mr.  James  C.  Chapin  for  Pohl. 

Van  Obsdel,  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  in  inter- 
ference proceedings,  awarding  priorities  to  the  respective  parties 
upon  the  following  issues: 

1.  In  combination,  a  means  for  treating  tbe  threads  wltb  a  flnlsblng  solution, 
and  a  beated  metallic  body  over  which  tbe  tlireada  are  adapted  to  be  drawn 
after  leaving  snld  means,  tbe  approach  end  of  the  surface  portion  of  said  body 
being  removable. 

2.  In  combination,  a  means  for  treating  the  threads  with  a  finishing  solution, 
ft  beated  metallic  body  over  which  said  threads  are  adapted  to  be  drawn  after 
leaving  said  means,  said  body  having  a  recess  In  its  approach  end,  and  a 
removable  metallic  plate  arranged  In  Bald  recess. 

3.  In  a  machine  for  finishing  and  tustering  textile  filaments,  a  beated  body 
having  a  contact-surface  for  the  threads,  and  having  a  part  thereof  wblcb 
goes  to  make  up  the  said  surface  at  the  approach  end  tbereot  removable. 

4.  In  a  machine  tor  finishing  and  lusterlng  textile  filaments,  a  beated  body 
having  a  stationary  contact-surface  for  the  tbreads,  and  provided  also  at  Its 
approach  end  with  a  removable  contact-surface,  said  stationary  and  removable 
surfaces  retained  in  register  during  the  normal  operation  of  the  device,  wbereby 
the  two  Btild  surfaces  are  at  such  times  substantially  continuons, 

5.  The  combination  of  a  suitable  support,  means  for  treating  the  tbreads 
la  ft  suitable  solution,  a  heated  thread-contact  surface,  and  means  for  sub- 
Jeettng  tbe  threads  to  a  steam  bath  subsequent  to  recelrtng  tbe  solntlo'n  treat- 
ment and  before  reaching  said  heated  snrfOce. 

6.  The  combination  of  a  suitable  support,  a  heated  thread-contact  surfsce,  a 
solution-containing  receptacle,  and  means  for  subjecting  the  threads  to  a  tem- 
peratnre  Intermediate  between  tbat  of  the  solution  and  that  of  said  surface  and 
for  steaming  tbe  threads. 

7.  The  combination  of  a  suitable  support,  a  beated  tbread-coutact  surface,  a 
solution -containing  receptacle,  and  means  for  subjecting  the  tbreads  to  a  tem- 
perature Intermediate  between  that  of  tbe  solutlMi  and  that  of  aald  beated  sur- 
face and  for  simultaneously  moistening  tbe  tlureads. 
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8.  Id  a  luachlne  for  flnlshlng  and  lusterlng  textile  filamente,  the  combination 
wltb  a  bath  for  containing  liquid  in  which  the  BlamentB  are  to  be  ImmerBed, 
and  a  heated  contact-enrface  over  which  the  fllameots  are  arranged  to  travel  of 
an  absoFlwr  arranged  between  the  bath  and  the  contact-surface,  said  absorber 
provided  internally  with  beatinK  means. 

B.  In  a  maclitne  for  flnlahlng  and  lusterlng  textile  fllaments,  the  combination 
with  a  t>ath  for  containing  liquid  In  which  the  Hiamaits  are  to  be  Immersed, 
and  a  heated  contact-anrface  over  which  the  fllaments  are  arranged  to  travel 
of  a  heated  absorber  comprising  a  felt-covered  eteam-pipe  arranged  between 
the  Iwth  and  the  contact-surface. 

The  inventions  involved  in  this  controversy  consist  of  improve- 
ments on  a  si  Ik- finishing  machine.  The  machine  consists  of  a  tank 
containing  a  solution,  through  which  the  silk  threads  are  drawn,  and 
a  heated  table,  over  which  the  threads  are  passed  fof  the  purpose  of 
drying  the  solution.  The  inventions  in  question  are  intended  to 
prevent  a  deposit  or  accumulation  of  the  sohition  on  the  end  of  the 
table  next  to  the  tank,  which  becomes  soiled  and  sticky  in  the  course 
of  use,  and  thereby  prevents  the  proper  operation  of  the  machine. 
To  overcome  this  defect,  the  two  inventions  here  in  controversy  were 
made.  One  of  the  inventions  consists  of  a  movable  plate  inserted  in 
the  end  of  the  table  in  such  a  manner  that,  when  an  accumulation 
occurs,  the  plate  can  be  removed  and  cleaned.  This  device  is  set 
forth  in  counts  1,  2,  3,  and  4  of  the  issue.  The  second  invention  in 
issue  consists  of  a  steam-pipe  having  a  felt-cloth  covering  called  an 
absorber,  which  is  placed  between  the  tank  and  the  table.  The 
threads,  after  passing  through  the  tank,  pass  over  this  device,  which 
absorbs  the  surplus  solution.  This  invention  is  embraced  in  counts 
5,  6,  7,  8,  and  9.  Both  parties  to  the  interference  claim  the  inven- 
tion of  both  devices. 

As  to  the  removable  plate,  Pohl  alleges  conception  of  the  inven- 
tion on  October  1,  1904;  disclosure  January  16,  1905,  and  reduction 
to  practice  February  1,  1905.  Bossart  alleges  conception  of  the  in- 
vention about  January  18,  1905 ;  disclosure  about  January  20,  1905, 
and  reduction  to  practice  on  April  11, 1905.  As  to  the  absorber,  Pohl 
alleges  conception  of  the  invention  on  October  1,  1904.  disclosure 
January  1,  1905,  but  no  actual  reduction  to  practice  is  alleged.  Bos- 
sart alleges  conception  about  February  20,  1905;  disclosure  about 
February  25, 1905,  and  reduction  to  practice  on  April  11,  1905.  The 
matter  comes  here  on  appeals  by  both  Pohl  and  Bossart  from  the  de- 
cision of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  affirming  the  decision  of  the 
Examiners-in-Chief,  who,  in  turn,  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  Ex- 
aminer of  Intereferences,  awarding  priority  of  invention  to  Pohl  as 
to  counts  1,  2,  3,  and  4,  and  to  Bossart  as  to  counts  5,  6,  7,  8,  and  9 
of  the  issue. 

The  contestants  appear  to  be  experts  in  silk  manufacture,  and  were 
employed  during  IWM  at  the  Meding  Mills  at  Paterson,  N.  J.    Bos- 
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sart  had  installed  a  number  of  the  machines  in  the  Meding  Mills,  on 
which  the  improvements  in  question  were  afterward  made.  Pohl  and 
Bossart,  together  with  one  Grebs,  formed  a  partnership  for  the  pur- 
pose of  selling  the  machines.  It  appears  that  there  was  a  good  de- 
mand for  the  machines  and  the  venture  was  successful.  In  handling 
the  machines,  the  improvements  involved  in  the  first  four  counts  of 
the  issue  were  made,  and  a  joint  application  for  patent  thereon  was 
filed  on  January  26,  1905.  The  parties  seemed  to  have  believed  that 
they  had  the  right  to  file  a  joint  application,  irrespective  of  who 
actually  invented  the  device.  This  application  was  allowed  on  Sep- 
tember 15,  1905,  but  was  afterwards  forfeited.  Soon  after  filing  this 
application,  Pohl  withdrew  from  the  partnership.  On  March  22, 
1905,  Bossart  filed  his  application,  here  involved,  including,  however, 
only  the  claims  for  the  absorber.  On  April  13,  1905,  Pohl  filed  an 
application,  including  claims  for  both  the  removable  sectional  plate 
and  the  absorber.  Chi  August  22, 1905,  Bossart  filed  his  application, 
here  involved,  which  includes  the  claims  for  the  removable  sectional 
plate.  On  October  14,  1905,  Pohl  filed  another  application,  based 
upon  the  claims  for  both  inventions.  The  claims  of  Pohl  embraced 
in  his  first  application  were  transferred  to  and  included  in  bis  second 
application,  which  is  the  one  here  in  interference.  It  will  be  ob- 
served that,  so  far  as  this  interference  is  concerned,  Bossart  is  the 
senior  applicant  as  to  both  inventions. 

The  evidence  on  behalf  of  Pohl  shows  that,  on  December  26,  1904, 
he  disclosed  the  removable  plate  invention  involved  in  counts  1,  2,  3, 
and  4.  Bossart's  evidence  as  to  this  invention  is  to  the  effect  that 
Pohl  told  him  of  a  suggestion  he,  Pohl,  had  received  from  one  Wads- 
worth,  that  involved  a  removable  plate  covered  with  cloth,  as  de- 
scribed in  counts  1,  3,  and  4,  and  that,  after  receiving  the  "  Wads- 
worth  idea,"  he,  Bossart,  devised  the  copper  or  "  metallic "  plate 
described  in  count  2.  We  think  the  evidence  on  this  point  is  equiva- 
lent to  an  admission  that  Pohl  was  in  possession  of  the  inventioD 
before  Bossart.  Whether  Wadsworth,  upon  a  subsequent  application, 
would  be  entitled  to  the  patent  as  against  Pohl,  is  a  matter  upon 
which  Bossart  cannot  be  heard.  This  Court,  in  Prindle  v.  Brown, 
(C.  D.,  1904,  680;  112  O.  G.,  957;  24  App.  D.  C,  114,)  said: 

Whether  the  senior  applicant  may  be  entitled  to  priority  of  Invention  as 
against  all  perBOne  Is  not  the  Issue  In  an  interference  case  between  two  claim- 
ants of  the  iDTentton;  but  the  qaeatlon  Is  whether  the  Junior  applicant  has 
established  bis  own  claim  to  priority  over  tltat  of  bis  opponent. 

As  to  the  absorber  embraced  in  counts  5,  6,  7,  8,  and  9,  Pohl  testi- 
fies that  he  disclosed  the  invention  to  Bossart,  which  is  denied. 
Bossart  built  a  machine  embodying  the  invention,  of  which  he  claims 
he  told  Pohl  jn  March,  1905.    This  branch  of  the  case  turns  upon  the 
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evidence  as  to  Pohl's  disclosure  to  Bossart.  While  there  is  a  sharp 
conflict  on  this  point,  we  see  no  reason  to  overrule  the  conclusion 
reached  by  all  three  of  the  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner,  of  Patents,  awarding  priority  of 
invention  of  the  removable  plate  to  Fohl,  and  priority  of  invention 
of  the  absorber  to  Bossart,  is  affirmed.  The  clerk  is  directed  to  certify 
these  proceedings,  as  by  law  required.    Afftrmed. 


[Court  or  Appeals  ot  tbR  District  ol  rolambla.l 

Neth  and  Tamplin  v.  Ohmer  and  Ohmer  v.  Ohmeb. 

Decided  March  S,  1908. 

135  O.  G.,  662;  30  App.  D.  a,  478. 

1.    INTEKTEBEHCE PBIOHITT— REDUCTIOM       TO       FBACTICB EllPLOYKB       AKD       Elt- 

It  Is  well  settled  tbat  if  oae  coDveys  to  his  employees  InformatloQ  and  In< 
structlons  to  proceed  and  manufacture  a  piece  of  mechantsm  which,  with 
tbe  Instruction  Imparted,  cnn  be  constructed  by  the  application  of  ordinary 
mechanical  skill,  euch  employer  Is  entitled  to  tbe  benefit  of  the  skill  and 
Ingennlty  of  the  employee  In  eiiccessfully  completing  the  device.  (Spark- 
man  V.  Hitgina,  1  Blatchf.,  206;  Yoaer  v.  ililH,  C.  D.,  1886,  116;  84  O.  O., 
IMS ;  20  Fed.  Rep.,  821 :  tlueHel  v.  Bernard,  C.  D.,  1900,  223 ;  00  O.  G^  751 ; 
15  App.  D.  G,  510;  Agawan  v.  Jordan,  7  Wall.,  685.) 
S.  Saue — Saud — Same — Diuoence. 

Where  It  appeared  tbat  W.  I.  Ohmer  had  a  conception  of  the  Inrmtloii 
which  he  dlBcIosed  to  Neth  and  Tamplin  In  1002  and  prior  to  Jannary,  lOOS, 
bad  caused  an  embodiment  of  this  Invention  in  working  plane  and  draw* 
lags,  but  did  not  reduce  the  Invention  to  practice  until  February,  1903,  and 
It  Is  shown  tbat  John  F.  Ohmer  reduced  the  InTentlon  to  practice  In  Jann- 
arr,  lOOS,  BeU  that  It  cannot  be  saccessfully  held  that  W.  L  Ohmer  was 
lacking  In  reasonable  diligence  In  reducing  his  invention  to  practice,  whei 
It  is  considered  that  a  complicated  and  difficult  piece  of  mecbanlain.  was 
conatnicted  in  four  months. 

Mr.  Melville  Church  for  the  appellants. 

Mr.  H.  A.  Toulmin  and  Mr.  E.  L.  Reed  for  the  appellee. 

Van  Oksdei.,  J.  : 

These  are  appeals  from  tlie  Commissioner  of  Patents  in  an  interfere 
ence  case.    The  claims  in  issue  are  as  follows: 

1.  In  a  fore-reglater,  tbe  combination,  with  a  plurality  of  specific  &re-printlng 
counters,  of  a  separate  actuating  mechanism  for  each  counter,  a  graud.total 
passmger  prlnting.counter  and  operating  mechanism  whereby  said  last-men- 
tioned counter  Is  actuated  by  each  of  tbe  siieclflc  fare-actuating  mechanluns. 
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2.  In  a  (aro-resiBt«r,  the  combination,  with  a  plurality  of  specific  Care- 
Indlcators,  and  a  corresponding  plurality  of  specific  fare-printing  counters,  of 
separate  actuating  mechanisms  for  simultaneously  o|)eratlng  each  fare-Indicator 
and  the  corresponding  couuter,  a  grand-total  passenger  printing-counter,  and 
operating  mechanism  whereby  said  last-mentioned  Counter  Is  actuated  by  each 
of  the  specific  fare-actuating  mechanisms. 

Keth  and  Tamplin  filed  their  application  September  12, 1904 ;  John 
F.  Ohmer  filed  his  application  January  11,  1904;  and  Wilfred  I. 
Ohnier  filed  his  application  May  4,  1903.  The  invention  embodied 
in  these  claims  over  the  prior  existing  inventions  consists  in  the 
"grand-total  passenger  printing-counter."  Quoting  from  the  opin- 
ion of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents: 

Prior  to  the  date  of  the  Invention  In  Issue,  fare-registers  had  been  made  which 
included  a  plurality  of  specific  fare-Indicators,  a  corresponding  plurality  of 
s[)eclflc  fare-printing  counters,  a  separate  actuating  mechanism  for  simul- 
taneously operating  each  fare-indicator  and  the  corresponding  counter,  and  a 
visible  Indicating-counter  for  noting  the  total  number  of  passengers,  adapted  to 
be  actuated  upon  the  operation  of  the  mechanism  of  each  class  of  specific  fare- 
Indicators.  The  Invention  In  Issue  comprises  the  addition  to  this  type  of  a 
machine  of  a  grand-total  passenger  printing-counter  and  mecbanlsm  whereby 
it  Is  actuated  by  each  of  the  specific  fare-counting  actuating  mechaniams. 

Considering  first  the  claims  of  Xeth  and  Tamplin,  it  appears  that 
in  October,  1902,  they  were  employed  by  Wilfred  I.  Ohmer  in  his 
factory  at  Dayton,  Ohio.  Keth  and  Tamplin  make  no  claim  to  any 
conception  of  this  invention  prior  to  October  25, 1902.  Neth  testifies 
that  on  that  date  Wilfred  I.  Ohmer  called  him  into  his  office  and 
asked  him  if  he  could  make  a  street-car  register,  to  which  he  replied 
that  he  thought  he  could.  There  is  considerable  conflict  as  to  just 
what  occurred  between  these  parties  at  that  time  and  afterwards 
during  the  construction  of  the  machine.  It  is  clear  that  Neth, 
assisted  by  Tamplin,  constructed  the  machine,  but  it  also  appears 
that  Wilfred  I.  Ohmer  was  present  almost  daily  and  assisted  in  pre- 
paring the  drawings  and  inspecting  the  work  as  it  progressed.  We 
think  the  evidence  discloses  that  Wilfred  I.  Ohmer  not  only  laid  be- 
fore Neth  at  his  first  conversation  certain  rude  sketches  and  drawings 
hereafter  referred  to,  but  imparted  to  him  sufficient  knowledge  of 
what  he  wanted  constructed  to  enable  any  one  with  reasonable  me- 
chanical skill  and  knowledge  of  the  art  to  work  out  the  inventioD. 

It  should  be  remembered  at  this  point  that  Wilfred  I.  Ohmer  was 
the  owner  of  the  patent  for  what  is  known  as  the  Kelch  machine. 
This  is  a  car-fare  register  containing  all  the  qualities  of  the  machine 
in  controversy  except  the  grand-total  printing-counter.  The  Kelch 
machine  contained  the  fare-indicators  and  specific  fare-printing 
counters  that  recorded  the  number  of  passengers  carried  on  each  par- 
ticular fare — ticket,  transfer,  three-cent  fare,  five-cent  fare,  etc. — ^but 
lacked  a  mechanism  by  which  the  total  number  of  passoigers  carried 
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up  to  any  given  time  could  be  recorded.  The  invention  before  us  is 
eiifiply  this  addition  to  the  Kelch  machine.  Neth  and  Tamplin  had 
been  working  in  the  factory  where  Wilfred  I.  Ohmer  had  been  manu- 
facturing the  Kelch  machines,  hence  the  duty  imposed  upon  them  of 
building  a  machine  embracing  the  present  invention,  was  one  with 
which  they  were  familiar.  They  were  skilled  in  the  art  of  making 
car- fare  registers. 

It  appears  that  Wilfred  I.  Ohmer,  prior  to  his  first  conx'ersation 
with  Neth,  had  prepared  a  record-sheet  showing  in  tabulated  form 
what  he  wished  to  have  recorded  by  a  machine  such  as  he  had  in  mind, 
an  indicator  sketch,  a  totalizer  sketch,  a  printing-device  sketch,  and  a 
cabinet  sketch.  Relative  to  the  evidence  showing  the  knowledge 
Wilfred  I.  Ohmer  possessed  on  October  25,  1902,  at  the  time  of  his 
conversation  with  Neth  in  his  private  office,  we  quote  from  the  opinion 
of  the  CommiBsioner  of  Patents: — 

Wilfred  I.  Obtner  has  offered  in  evidence  a  dlagrammiitlc  Bketch  "  Exhibit, 
18&9,  General  Shetcb,"  which  he  sofB  shows  the  Idea  of  Including  a  fn^nd-total- 
lirlntlng  counter.  Wblatler  testlBea  that  Wilfred  I.  Ohmer  showed  tbla  eketeb 
to  blm  In  March,  1901,  and  explained  to  blm  in  connection  therewith  that  he 
proposed  to  mRhe  a  machine  embodying  a  grand-total-print Ing  counter  operated 
b7  each  specIBc  fare-actuating  medianism,  but  did  not  suggest  any  specific 
mechanism  for  that  purpose.  George  Ohmer,  an  uncle  of  Wilfred  I.  Ohmer,  says 
that  Wilfred  I.  Ohmer  showed  this  sketch  to  him  July  25,  1901,  and  his  testt- 
moay  concerning  the  esteut  of  disclosure  Is  substantially  the  Bame  as  Whis- 
tler's. The  teetlmoDy  relative  to  this  sketch  Is  not  sufficient  to  establish  con- 
ception of  the  Invention  by  Wilfred  I.  Ohmer,  but  indicates  that  as  early  as  the 
year  1901,  he  had  In  mind  the  result  to  be  accomplished.  Wilfred  I.  Ohmer 
also  offers  In  evidence  "Exhibit,  October  1,  1902-Totallzer  Sketch,"  a  sketch 
Indicating,  In  one  view,  banks  of  printing-counters  and  a  total-printing  counter, 
but  showing  no  mechanism  for  operating  the  total-printing  counter;  "Exhibit, 
October  17,  1902.  Prhitlng  Device  Sketch,"  which  comprises  the  Illustration  of  a 
printing  mechanism  similar  to  that  In  the  "Practical  Machine;'*  "Exhibit, 
October  21.  1902,  Cabinet  Sketch,"  which  shows  front  and  eaA  views  of  a  cabi- 
net substantially  like  that  of  the  "  Practical  Machine,"  the  end  view  diagram- 
matlcally  illustrating  In  dotted  lines  parts  of  the  printing  mechanlun  as  subse- 
quently embodied  In  that  machine;  and  "  Exhibit,  Record  Sheet  Middle  of  Octo- 
ber, 1902,"  which  is  a  tyiie-wrltten  sheet  of  tubulatlona  whose  columns.  Including 
the  "  grand  total "  correstxmd  to  the  record-sheet  delivered  from  the  "  Prac- 
tical Machine."  While  none  of  these  exhibits  show  any  epcciflc  means  for 
operating  a  grand-total -printing  mecbanlBm.  the  testimony  of  Whistler  and  of 
George  Ohmer  establishes  the  fact  that  these  sketches  were  made  prior  to  the 
date  of  conception  allied  by  Neth  and  Tamplln.  and  leaves  no  doubt  that 
Wilfred  I.  Ohmer  not  only  had  In  his  mind  the  Idea  of-addlng  a  total -printing 
coimter  to  a  fare-register,  but  that  be  bad  determined  the  relative  arrangements 
of  the  parts. 

While  some  of  these  sketches  do  not  seem  to  disclose  the  means  for 
applying  them  to  the  invention  as  finally  perfected,  we  are  of  the 
opinion  that,  taken  together  with  what  is  disclosed  after  the  first 
conversation  with  Neth,  Wilfred  I.  Ohmer,  at  that  time,  had  not  only 
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a  broad  conception,  but  a  very  definite  idea,  of  the  machine  which 
was  constructed  by  Neth  and  Tamplin,  while  in  Ohmer's  employ,  and 
upon  which  Wilfred  I.  Ohmer  based  his  application  for  patent. 

It  is  well  settled  that  if  one  conveys  to  his  employees  information 
and  instructions  to  proceed  and  manufacture  a  piece  of  mechanism, 
which,  with  the  instruction  imparted,  can  be  constructed  by  the  ap- 
plication of  ordinary  mechanical  sliill,  that  such  employer  is  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  the  skill  and  ingenuity  of  the  employee  in  success- 
fully completing  the  device.  Many  decisions  of  the  courts  hold  that 
the  inventor  may  avail  himself  of  the  mechanical  skill  of  others  in 
reducing  his  inventive  ideas  to  practice  In  Sparkman  v.  Eiggina^ 
(1  Blat€h.,  206.)  the  Court  said: 

To  constitute  an  Inventor,  It  ts  not  necessary  be  sbould  bave  the  manual  aklll 
and  dexterity  to  make  tbe  drafts.  If  tbe  ideas  are  fiirnlsbed  by  htm,  for  pro- 
ducing tlie  result  aimed  at,  be  ts  entitled  to  uvall  himself  of  the  mechanical 
^IIl  of  others,  to  carry  out  practically  hlB  contrivance. 

In  Yoderv.  Mills  (C.  D.,  1886,  116;  34  O.  G.,  1048;  25  Fed.,  821,) 
it  was  said : 

The  only  contested  Inquiry  In  the  case  Involves  the  right  to  the  lnventi<Hi 
Itself.  All  the  evidence  relates  to  It.  Both  parties  claim  tbe  merit  which  tbe 
patent  apparently  accords  to  the  complalnaut,  and,  without  discussing  tbe  evi- 
dence. It  la  enough  for  us  to  say  that,  In  view  of  the  decided  preponderance  of 
the  proofs,  It  Is  Justly  devolved  upon  him.  The  conc^tlon  of  tbe  invention  be- 
longs to  blm.  and  all  that  the  defendants  contributed  was  tbe  necessary 
mechanical  skill,  furnished  at  his  request,  to  embody  It  In  an  operative  form. 
He  did  not  lose  the  merit  which  Is  due  to  Inventive  suggeatlveness,  and  devolve 
It  upon  a  mechanic  whose  only  function  was  to  materialize  It. 

The  same  rule  is  announced  with  approval  in  Uuebel  v.  Bernard, 
(C.  D.,  1900,  223;  90  O.  G.,  751;  15  App.  D.  C,  510;)  Agawam  v. 
Jordan,  (7  Wall.,  583.) 

Neth  and  Tamplin  make  no  claim  to  having  conceived  the  inven- 
tion until  after  Wilfred  I.  Ohmer  set  them  to  work  making  a  fare- 
register,  which  culminated  in  what  is  known  in  this  case  as  the 
"  February,  1903,  Practical  Machine."  Wilfred  I.  Ohmer  claims  to 
have  conceived  and  disclosed  the  invention  before  that  time,  and, 
we  think,  has  produced  sufficient  corroborative  proof  of  that  fact  to 
fully  sustain  the  rulings  of  the  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  in  giving 
him  priority  over  Neth  and  Tamplin, 

This  brings  us  to  a  consideration  of  the  rights  of  John  F.  Ohmer. 
He  claims  a  reduction  of  his  invention  to  practice  in  January,  1903. 
This  was  four  months  before  Wilfred  I.  Ohmer  filed  his  application 
in  the  Patent  Office,  and  one  month  before  the  completion  of  the 
"  February,  1903,  Practical  Machine."  Assuming  that  John  F, 
Ohmer's  reduction  to  practice  was  complete  in  January,  1903,  which 
is  not  entirely  clear,  the  burden  of  proof  would  be  on  Wilfred  I, 
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Ohmer  to  show  that  he  not  only  conceived  the  invention  prior  to 
January,  1903,  but  that  he  used  reasonable  diligence  in  reducing 
his  invention  to  practice.  We  have  found  that  Wilfred  I.  Ohmer, 
before  Neth  and  Tamplin  came  on  the  scene  in  October,  1902,  had  a 
broad  conception  of  the  invention  that  culminated  in  the  "  Practical 
Machine."  As  we  have  observed,  prior  to  October,  1902,  Wilfred  I. 
Ohmer  had  been  formulating,  in  rude  sketches,  plans  for  making 
this  improvement,  which  plans  and  sketches  were  in  his  possession 
and  produced  at  the  time  he  held  his  first  conversation  with  Neth  in 
October,  1902.  The  record  discloses  that,  following  this  conversa- 
tion, all  except  possibly  one  of  the  working  plans  and  drawings, 
material  to  the  construction  of  the  "  February,  1903,  Practical  Ma- 
chine," were  completed  before  January,  1908. 

It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  appellant  that,  since  the  Wilfred 
I.  Ohmer  "  Practical  Machine  "  was  not  completed  until  February, 
1903,  there  is  no  evidence  that  before  the  alleged  reduction  of  the  in- 
vention to  practice  by  John  F.  Ohmer,  in  January,  1903,  the  machine 
of  Wilfred  I.  Ohmer  either  contained  all  the  elements  of  the  issues, 
or  that  all  the  elements  of  the  issues  were  conceived  or  worked  out 
before  that  time.  It  is  true  that  Wilfred  I.  Ohmer  testified  that  he 
and  his  workmen  worked  on  the  machine  until  February  23,  19(^. 
We  think  it  clearly  appears,  however,  not  only  from  the  evidence  of 
Wilfred  I.  Ohmer,  but  of  other  witnesses,  that  all  the  elements  em- 
bodied in  the  "  Practical  Machine  "  were  conceived  and  planned  be- 
fore the  date  of  the  alleged  reduction  of  the  invention  to  practice 
by  John  F.  Ohmer. 

Certainly,  it  cannot,  in  the  li^t  of  the  evidence,  be  successfully 
contended  that  Wilfred  I.  Ohmer  did  not  use  reasonable  diligence 
in  reducing  his  invention  to  practice,  when  it  is  considered  that  the 
*'  Practical  Machine,"  a  complicated  and  difficult  piece  of  mechanism, 
was  constructed  in  four  months. 

John  F.  Ohmer  testified  that  he  had  a  conception  of  the  invention 
as  early  as  February,  1901,  but  as  no  disclosure  was  made  until 
January,  1903,  wo  think  the  evidence,  being  uncorroborated  and  of  a 
self-serving  nature,  is  not  entitled  to  sufficient  credit  to  defeat  the 
rights  of  Wilfred  I.  Ohmer.  Conceding  that  John  F.  Ohmer  con- 
ceived the  invention  in  February,  1901,  he  has  totally  failed  to  show 
due  diligence  in  reducing  the  invention  to  practice,  hence  this  date  of 
conception,  if  it  were  not  clouded  in  doubt,  could  avail  him  nothing. 
The  earliest  possible  date  that  can  be  accorded  John  F.  Ohmer,  under 
any  fair  consideration  of  the  record,  is  January,  1903,  and  that  is  too 
[ate  to  establish  his  priority. 

From  an  examination  of  the  whole  case,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that 
the  evidence  fully  sustains  the  rulings  of  the  three  tribunals  of  the 
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Patent  Office,  and  Uiat  priority  shonid  be  awarded  to  Wilfred  L 
Ohmer. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  affirmed,  and  the 
clerk   is  directed   to   certify   the   proceedings,  as  required   by  law. 


(Comt  ot  Appeals  of  the  DiEtiict  ot  Calumblk.] 

Thi!  Edna  SHsi/nNQ  &  Refining  Compant  v.  Nathan  Manttfac- 

TUEINO   Co. 

Decided  March  9,  1908. 

135  O.  G.,  604 ;  30  App.  D.  C.  487. 

L  I^ADB-HASEft— Resists ABiuTY — Naue  of  Pathnted  Abticle. 

Applicant  adopted  aa  a  trade-mark  for  Injectore  the  word  "  Monitor." 
Tbeae  Injectors  were  of  the  type  stiown  la  the  Greebani  patent  which  had 
expired  prior  to  that  time,  and  also  euitKidled  the  features  of  the  Wohlers 
patent,  which  was  of  limited  scope.  Later  other  styles  of  Injectors  were 
made  and  designated  by  various  names,  of  which  "  Monitor  "  was  a  part- 
None  of  these  Injectors  embodied  the  features  of  the  Wohlers  pat^it 
HelA  that  these  facts  do  not  bring  the  case  within  the  ruling  of  Singer 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  June.  <C.  D..  1896,  687;  78  O.  G.,  1703;  163  U.  S..  189, )  and 
applicant  Is  entitled  to  register  the  mark. 

2.  Saue^Saub— Same. 

Where  a  trade-mark  had  been  applied  to  an  article  prior  to  the  adoption 
of  features  co^'ered  by  a  patent,  the  expiration  of  the  patent  does  not  ter- 
minate the  exclusive  right  to  the  use  of  the  mark.  (Bechelder  v.  Thomten, 
93  F.  R.,  G60.) 

Mr,  TV.  F.  Murray  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  Marcellm  Bailey  for  the  appellee. 

ROBB,  J..' 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents, 
in  a  trade- mark  case,  dismissing  the  opposition  filed  by  The  Edna 
Smelting  &  Refining  Company,  and  holding  that  the  Nathan  Manu- 
facturing Company  is  entitled  to  register  the  word  "  Monitor  "  as  a 
trade-mark  for  steam-boiler  injectors  and  feeders. 

The  grounds  for  the  opposition  are  that  the  word  "  Monitor  "  for 
over  twenty-one  years  has  been  applied  to  steam-boiler  injectors 
which  embody  inventions  set  forth  in  three  patents,  Nos.  234,157  and 
284,158,  dated  November  9,  1880,  and  No.  276,319,  dated  April  24, 
1883,  granted  to  Emil  Wohlers,  and  a  patent.  No.  289,329,  dated 
May  6,  1884,  granted  to  Wotapek,  all  of  which  have  expired;  and 
that  the  word  has  become  descriptive  of  a  patented  article  and  not 
susceptible  of  exclusive  appropriation  as  a  trade-mark. 
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The  facts  briefly  stated  are  these:  Since  1881  the  Nathan  Manu- 
facturing Company  and  its  predecessor  have  been  engaged  in  the 
manufacture,  among  other  things,  of  inject<H^  for  locomotive  and  sta- 
tionary engines.  The  injector  first  constructed  by  the  Nathan  Com- 
pany was  of  the  type  embodied  in  the  broad  invention  of  Gresham 
as  described  in  Patent  No.  57,057  granted  August  7,  1867,  and 
which  expired  in  1879.  This  early  type  of  injector  also  embodied  the 
Wohlers  patent,  which  ia  very  narrow  in  scope,  being  limited  to  the 
particular  manner  of  joining  the  auxiliary  jet  to  the  body  of  the  in- 
jector. The  Wohlers  patent,  therefore,  is  not  fundamental,  involv- 
ing, as  it  does,  a  mere  structural  change  in  the  Gresham  construction. 
The  Nathan  Company  designated  its  original  output  of  injectors  by 
the  word  "  Monitor."  From  time  to  time  thereafter  it  conbtructed 
six  other  styles  of  injectors,  none  of  which  embody  the  Wohlers  pat^ 
ent,  and  which  it  designated  "  Monitor  88,"  "  Monitor  P.  R.  R.  Stand- 
ard," "  Monitor  88,  P.  R.  R.  Standard,"  "  Monitor  '97,"  "  Monitor  No. 
5C,"  and  "  Monitor  No.  8D."  The  Examiner  of  Interferences  dis- 
missed the  opposition  of  appellant  in  a  carefully-prepared  opinion. 
The  Commissioner  sustained  his  decision,  saying : 

In  tbe  present  case  no  patented  improTements  are  found  which  are  commoti 
to  all  tbe  forme  of  injectors  of  Uie  Nathan  Manufacturing  Company  to  which 
the  word  "  Monitor  "  was  applied.  It  Is  therefore  clear  that  this  term  was 
not  used  by  the  Nathan  Manufacturing  Company  as  descriptlTe  of  any  particu- 
lar type  of  Injector.  •  •  •  In  my  opinion  the  testimony  clearly  warrants  the 
conslneloD  that  the  word  "Monitor"  was  not  used  by  the  Nathan  Manufactur- 
ing Company  In  such  manner  that  It  became  descriptive  either  of  a  particular 
injector  or  of  a  type  of  Injector.  Its  use  was,  on  the  contrary,  merely  aucb  as 
would  Indicate  the  orl^n  of  tbe  various  Injectors  made  by  tbe  Nathan  Manu- 
facturing Company  acd  was  tberefore  a  proper  trade-mark  use. 

The  Wotapek  patent  may  be  laid  out  of  view  since  the  word  "  Moni- 
tor "  was  used  by  the  Nathan  Company  as  a  trade-mark  prior  to  its 
adoption  of  the  features  covered  by  the  claims  of  that  patent 
{BeckeUer  v.  Thomaen,  93  Fed.  Rep.,  660.) 

The  Nathan  Company,  the  record  discloses,  has  built  up  a  large 
business,  and  the  word  "  Monitor  "  has  become  synonymous  with  the 
firm-name,  hence  to  deny  the  firm  the  exclusive  benefit  of  its  trade 
reputation,  it  should  plainly  appear  that  a  measurable  monopoly 
under  an  expired  patent  would  be  continued  to  the  injury  of  the  pub- 
lic We  have  carefully  examined  the  record,  and  concur  in  the  views 
of  the  Commissioner.  The  predecessor  of  the  Nathan  Company,  we 
are  convinced,  used  the  word  "  Monitor  "  as  a  trade-name  to  designate 
the  origin  of  its  output  and  without  reference  to  the  very  narrow 
patent  to  Wohlers,  which  both  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  have 
found  in  no  way  dominated  the  first  style  of  injector  manufactured. 
The  case  of  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  June,  (C.  D.,  1896,  687 ;  75  O.  G.,  1703 ; 
69025— H.  Doc.  1349. 60-2 ^29 
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163  U.  S.,  169,)  cited  by  appellant,  is  not  in  point  In  that  case  all 
the  Singer  sewing-machines  embodied  certain  fundamental  patents 
controlled  by  the  company  and  caused  them  to  be  embraced  under  the 
generic  term  of  "Singer."  During  the  life  of  the  patents  none  of 
the  machines  as  a  whole  were  open  to  public  competition.  In  this 
case  the  Gresham  patent  had  expired  before  the  Nathan  Company 
manufactured  its  first  injector,  and  the  Commissioner  found  that — 
fiome  of  tbe  fonns  of  tbe  NatbaD  Company's  "  Monitor  "  Injertors  are  not  shown 
to  contain  patoited  InventlooB  and  none  of  tbe  patents  cover  features  common 
to  all  tbe  forms. 

Appellant  introduced  three  technical  works,  by  Kirkman,  Eoper, 
and  Swingle,  respectively,  in  support  of  its  contention  that  the 
"  Monitor  "  injector  signified  to  the  trade  a  patented  article.  Kirk- 
man refers  to  the  injector  as  the  "  Nathan  Monitor  Injector."  Boper 
refers  to  the  "  Monitor  Injector  "  as  a  "  modification  of  Friedman's 
injector "  and  as  containing  "  a  few  novel  features."  Swingle  de- 
scribes two  of  the  seven  different  types  of  "  Monitor  "  injectors  manu- 
factured by  the  Nathan  Company.  Not  one  of  these  authors  men- 
tions the  Wohlers  patent  in  describing  this  locomotive-injector,  which, 
as  we  have  seen,  embodies  that  patent,  and  the  subject-matter  of  the 
Wohlers  patent  is  found  in  only  one  of  the  three  illustrations  accom- 
panying the  three  descriptive  articles. 

Having  in  mind  the  narrowness  of  the  Wohlers  patent,  that  it  was 
embodied  in  only  one  of  the  many  injectors  manufactured  by  appellee, 
and  that  there  was  a  difference  in  the  type  and  construction  of  those 
injectors,  we  conclude  with  the  Commissioner  that  the  word  "  Moni- 
tor "  indicates  origin  and  is  not  descriptive  of  any  particular  type 
of  injector. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  therefore,  is  affirmed. 
The  clerk  of  the  court  will  certify  this  opinion  and  the  proceedings 
in  this  court  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  according  to  law. 
Affirmed. 


[Court  ot  ApptalB  ot  tho  Dlstrlc 

Onderdonk  V.  Pahkes. 

Decided  ApHl  7,  1908. 
lai  0.  O.,  685;  31  App.  D.  C.  214. 

Appeai.  to  CotTBT — Unanimous  DECisiona  of  Patent  Office  Tbibuttals. 

To  Justify  the  court  of  appeals  in  reversing  the  unanimous  decisions  of 
tlie  Patent  Office  tribunals  error  therein  mnst  be  made  clearly  to  appear. 

Mr.  C.  L.  StuTtevant  and  Mr.  James  C.  Fraley  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  Wm,  B.  Baird  for  the  appellee. 
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Shefard,  C  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
in  an  interference  proceeding,  having  the  following  issue : 

1.  In  a  aewtng-macblne  a  series  of  ptltcta-tortnlng  devlcee  for  deposltluK  upon 
tbe  fabric  to  be  sewed  a  plurality  of  rowB  of  oversea m-stltches,  said  stitch- 
formliiK  devices  inciadlnK  a  plurality  of  needles  arranged  one  directly  beblnd 
tbe  otber  In  tbe  line  of  tbe  direction  of  feed,  and  complements  1  stltch-formlng 
devices,  wbereby  a  plnrality  of  Intersecting  stitches  In  the  same  path  may  be 
deposited  npon  tbe  fabric. 

2.  In  a  tiewlng-maclilne.  a  series  of  stitch-form  In  g  devices  for  depositing  upon 
tbe  fabric  to  be  sewed  a  plurality  of  rows  of  oversea  m-st itches,  said  stttch-form- 
ing  devices  Including  a  plurality  of  laterally- vibrating  needles  arranged  one 
directly  beblnd  tbe  other  In  tbe  line  of  tbe  direction  of  feed,  an^  complemental 
stitcb-forming  devices,  wbereby  a  plurality  of  intersecting  stitches  in  tbe  same 
path  may  be  deposited  iii>on  the  fabric. 

3.  In  a  sewlng-tnacblne^  a  series  of  stltch-fonnlng  devices  for  depositing  upon 
the  fabric  to  be  sewed  a  plurality  of  rows  of  orerseam-stltcbes,  said  stitch- 
forming  devices  Inclndlng  a  plurality  of  laterally- vibrating  needles  arranged 
one  directly  beblnd  tbe  otber  in  the  line  of  the  direction  of  feed,  whereby  a 
plurality  of  Intersecting  stitches  In  tbe  same  path  may  be  deposited  npon  the 
fabric,  and  a  single  under-tbread-carrylng  looper  wltb  means  for  operating  It  to 
cause  it  to  coSperate  with  said  needles. 

4.  A  sewing-machine  barings  plurality  of  needles,  arranged  one  beblnd  the 
other  tn  the  line  of  feed,  means  for  laterally  vibrating  said  needles;  and  an 
under-thread-4»rrylng  looper  cooperating  with  said  needlea,  and  means  for  vl- 
brsting  said  looper  in  unison  with  tbe  lateral  movements  of  the  needles. 

The  invention  of  the  issue  is  thus  stated  b;  the  Examiaers-in-Chief : 

The  Invention  relates  to  sn  oversea ming-macblne  of  the  button-bole  type.  It 
Is  Intended  to  make  slgzag  stitchea  and  Includes  two  needles  In  line  lengthwise 
of  the  feed  and  cooperating  looper  and  at  Itch-forming  mechanism.  Tbe  needles 
vibrate  laterally  to  make  the  slgsag  stltcb.  As  stated  In  counts  3  and  4  the 
device  Includes  a  single  under-tbread-carrylng  li>o|)er  cooperating  with  the 
needles  and  In  this  form  it  is  necessary  that  the  looper  move  In  the  direction 
of  the  feed  and  vibrate  laterally  In  unison  with  the  heedles  ss  stated  In  count  4. 
This  arrangement  of  needles,  one  directly  behind  the  other,  permits  a  longer 
stitch  for  each  needle  and  greater  speed. 

Parkes's  application  was  filed  January  6, 1899,  and  that  of  Onder- 
donk  May  13,  1899.  Parkes's  preliminary  statement  alleges  concep- 
tion between  February  1  and  May  1, 1897,  disclosure  May  1, 1897,  and 
reduction  to  practice  September  or  October,  1900.  Onderdonk's 
dates,  as  alleged,  are  conception,  drawings  and  disclosures  November 
15, 1898,  with  no  reduction  to  practice.  Parkes  is  an  inventor  of  many 
improvements  in  sewing-machines  and  is  now  president  of  a  company 
engaged  in  manufacture.  Onderdonk  is  skilled  in  the  sewing-machine 
art  and  is  employed  by  the  Union  Special  Sewing  Machine  Company 
as  an  inventor  and  experimenter.  His  application  is  assigned  to  that' 
company. 

Negotiations  had  been  begun  between  Parkes  and  the  said  Com- 
pany early  in  1898  looking  to  the  adaptation  by  Parkes  of  his  button- 
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hole  invention  to  the  special  machine  of  the  company,  at  the  factory 
in  Chicago.  Parkes  lired  in  Brooklyn.  The  arrangement  was  per- 
fected, and  Parkes  Trent  to  the  factory  about  January  7,  1889. 

It  is  claimed,  on  behalf  of  Onderdonk,  that  on  November  19,  1898, 
in  the  New  York  office  of  the  company,  he  got  the  idea  of  th»  two 
needles  operating  one  behind  the  other,  and  communicated  the  same 
to  Parkes.  The  idea  was  suggested  to  him  by  Holden's  patent  for 
a  button-hole  device  showing  two  needles  abreast,  which  had  just 
been  published  in  the  Official  Gazette.  Parkes  admitted  conversa- 
tion with  Onderdonk  about  the  Holden  patent,  but  deuied  that 
Onderdonk  communicated  to  him  the  two-needle  arrangement  of  the 
issue.    This  he  claimed  to  have  invented  long  before  that  date. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  found  that  Onderdonk  had  the  idea 
of  the  invention  as  to  the  use  of  the  two  needles  on  November  19, 
1898,  and  explained  it  to  Parkes.  He  found  also  that  Parkes  had 
made  the  invention  and  disclosed  it  to  others,  as  shown  in  certain 
drawings  made  prior  to  October,  1898,  and,  therefore,  awarded  pri- 
ority to  Parkes. 

The  Examiners-tn-Cbief  were  not  satisfied  that  Onderdonk  had  an 
independent  conception  of  the  invention  which  he  disclosed  to  Parkes; 
but  they  agreed  with  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  that  Parkes  had 
conceived  and  disclosed  the  invention  of  the  issue  before  the  conversa- 
tion with  Onderdonk,  and  afiirmed  his  decision. 

The  Commissioner  was  also  satisfied  that  Parkes  had  made  the  in- 
vention before  any  disclosure  by  Onderdonk,  and  for  that  reason  held 
it  unnecessary  to  consider  whether  Onderdonk  had  an  independent 
conception  of  the  invention  on  November  19,  1898. 

The  unanimity  of  the  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  imposes  the 
burden  upon  Onderdonk  to  clearly  show  error  therein  in  order  to  ob- 
tain reversal  of  the  decision  against  him. 

The  entire  testimony  of  the  parties,  including  that  showing  the 
relation  between  Parkes  and  the  Union  Special  Sewing  Machine  Com- 
pany, has  been  reviewed  at  length,  and  with  fairness  by  the  several 
tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  in  turn.  A  careful  examination  of  the 
whole  of  the  evidence,  in  the  light  of  the  arguments  that  have  been 
made  respecting  its  credibility  and  wei(^t,  has  failed  to  convince  us 
that  there  was  error  in  the  conclusion  that  Parkes  was  in  possession 
of  the  invention  prior  to  any  communication  made  by  Onderdonk. 

It  would  serve  no  useful  purpose  to  discuss  this  evidence  again,  as 
we  could  add  nothing  new  to  its  review  in  the  decision  referred  to. 

As  this  conclusion  is  decisive  of  the  question  of  priority,  we  deem 
it  unnecessary  to  consider  the  question  whether  Onderdonk  bad  a 
complete  conception  of  the  invention  at  the  time  of  his  interview 
with  Parkes  on  November  19, 1898.  Cit>OQlc 
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The  decisiim  will,  therefore,  be  affimted.  It  is  bo  ordered,  and  that 
this  decisiiHi  be  certified  to  the  Commifisioner  of  Patents  as  the  law 
requ  ires.    A  -ffirmed. 


In  he  Chase  and  McKbkeib. 

Decided  March  St,  WOK. 

135  O.  G..  886;  31  App.  D.  C,  IH. 

Patektabiutt' — Pbocbbs — Pbintino  An ilin -Black. 

Wliere  It  Is  old  In  tbe  art  of  dyeing  to  &x  aollln-black  upon  vegetable 
textile  fabrics  by  a  two-step  process  consisting  in  treating  the  fabric  with 
salt  of  anllin  alone  and  with  an  oxidising  salt  mixed  with  a  compound 
containing  a  catalytic  agent  and  It  was  old  to  print  textile  fabrics  in  two- 
step  processes,  Meld  that  to  apply  to  the  two-step  prlatlns  process  the  selec- 
tion of  ingredients  theretofore  used  in  dyeing  did  not  arise  to  tbe  dignity 
of  InTMittoD. 

Mr.  G.  L.  Roberts  and  Mr.  J.  G.  Meyers,  Mr.  A.  V.  Cushmtm,  and* 
Mr.  G.  W.  Rea  for  the  appellant. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Tennant  for  the  Commissioner  of  Patents. 

Shepard,  0.  J. : 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
denying  an  application  for  a  patent  for  an  improvement  in  the  art 
of  producing  printed  anilin-black  designs  upon  vegetable  textile 
fabrics,  having  tbe  following  claims: 

1.  The  method  of  producing  aallln-black  designs  npm  veaetable  textile  fabrics, 
by  successively  printing  thereon,  In  either  order  of  seqoence,  the  constituents 
essential  to  the  development  of  aQllln-black  separated  Into  two  groups,  one 
constituted  by  the  anllin  salt  Itself,  and  the  other  constituted  by  the  remain- 
ing Ingredients,  In  snch  a  manner  as  to  superimpose  tbe  separate  Imprints 
npon  each  other  wherever  the  design  is  ultimately  to  appear;  that  Is  to  say, 
printing  witb  the  oxidizing  salt  and  the  catalytic  agent  mixed  together  and 
suitably  thickened,  one  of  the  two  mutual ly-complementary  Qgnres  which  In 
conjunction  are  to  form  tbe  ultimate  design,  and  printing  with  tbe  anllin 
salt  suitably  thickened,  the  other  remaining  complementary  figure  so  as  wholly 
or  partly  to  superpose  it  npon  the  Qgnre  first  printed,  next  subjecting  the  fabric 
to  treatment  adapted  for  effecting  the  development  of  anilln-black  wherever  all 
of  tbe  Bald  constituents  have  been  colncideutally  deposited;  and  Anally  clearing 
from  the  fabric,  the  anllin  salt  wblch  has  remained  Isolated  from  tbe  Ingredients 
of  the  other  imprint. 

2.  Method  of  producing  anilln-blach  designs  upon  vegetable  textile  fabrics, 
by  succesBlvely  printing  thereon  In  either  order  of  sequence,  bat  so  as  to  super- 
pose one  Imprint  npon  the  other,  wherever  the  design  Is  ultimately  to  appear, 
on  tbe  one  band,  with  a  sultably-thlckeoed  mixture  of  sodium  chlorate  and  a 
vanadinm  salt,  one  of  two  mutually-complementary  figures  which  In  conjunc- 
tion are  to  form  tbe  ultimate  design,  and  on  tbe  other  hand,  with  a  suitably- 
thickened  anllin   salt,  tbe  other  remaining  complementary  figure,  next  sub- 


442      DECISIONS  OP  UNITED  STATES  COURTS  IN  PATENT  CASES. 

jectlng  the  fabric  bo  printed  to  treatment  adapted  for  effecting  Uie  derelop- 
ment  of  aDllln-black  wherever  tlie  ingredients  of  the  two  Imprints  bave  been 
colncldentall^  deposited,  and  Anally  clearing  the  fabric  from  the  anllln  salt, 
wblcb  has  remained  isolated  from  the  Ingredients  of  the  other  printing  mix- 
ture^ 

As  stated  by  the  Commissioner: 

Tlie  ullegred  iQTentlon  Is  a  process  for  prodaclng  printed  a&llln-black  designs 
apon  Tegetable  textile  fabrics  In  such  manner  as  to  prevent  tbe  development 
of  any  resistant  or  indelible  colorlog  product  of  the  anliin  salt  except  only  when 
all  the  conatltiients  essential  to  tbe  production  of  anilln-black  are  coinci  den  tall; 
deiMsited  upon  the  product. 

The  color  known  as  anUin-black  has  been  used  in  the  art  of  dyeing 
for  many  years,  and  its  formation  is  described  in  the  application  as 
follows : 

Aniiln-blacb,  as  Is  well  known,  results  from  the  chemical  reaction  of  three 
esaentlut  constituents  of  a  color  mixture  deposited  upon  a  vegetable  textile 
fabric,  namely,  (1)  a  salt  of  anllln,  usually  the  hydrochlorld,  and  occasionally 
•that  of  anotber  acid ;  (2)  an  oxidizing  salt  such  as  potassium  chlorate  or 
sodium  chlorate,  and  (3)  a  compound  containing  some  one  of  certain  few 
metals;  among  which  may  be  especially  mentioned,  iron,  copper  and  vanadium, 
or  Incidentally  chromium,  -cerium  and  uranium,  and  each  of  which  by  vlrtoe 
of  Its  presence  excites  and  promotes  the  chemical  transformation  of  tbe  anliin 
by  n  process  of  oxidation  loto  anilln-black. 

The  applicants  state  that  when  the  three  compositions  are  sep- 
arately printed  the  overlapping  of  the  supplementary  figures  some- 
times causes  the  formation  of  an  indelible  anilin  color  outside  of  the 
predetermined  design  in  anilin-black.  They  obviated  this  defect  by 
printing  but  two  supplemental  figures,  one  with  a  suitably-thickened 
mixture  of  the  oxidizing  salt  and  the  catalytic  agent,  and  the  other 
with  n  suitably-thickened  anilin  salt  alone.  As  it  is  admitted  that 
the  production  of  anilin-black  requires  the  cooperative  action  of  but 
three  essential  ingredients,  the  question  is,  whether  the  applicants' 
selection  of  the  manner  of  applying  the  ingredients  involves  inven- 
tion in  view  of  the  state  of  the  prior  art.  Among  the"  references 
showing  this  are  the  following  patents:  Pinkney,  August  23,  1870, 
No.  106,616;  Pinkney,  May  21,  1872,  No.  127,102;  Jeanmaire  and 
Schmid,  January  2,  1906,  No.  808,987. 

The  first  Pinkney  patent  shows  processes  of  treating  the  fabric 
with  a  mixture  of  the  anilin  salt,  the  oxidizing  agent  and  the  catalytic 
agent,  or  by  treating  the  fabric  with  two  baths,  one  consisting  of  a 
solution  of  anilin  salt  alone,  and  the  other  of  a  mixture  of  the  oxi- 
dizing, and  the  catalytic  agent.  These  baths  may  be  used  in  either 
order  of  sequence.  Pinkney  patent  No.  127,102  discloses  the  process 
of  two  baths  for  dyeing  fabrics,  one  consisting  of  anilin  salt  alone, 
and  the  other  of  an  oxidizing  and  a  catalytic  agent,  naming  sodium 
chlorat«  as  the  former  and  a  vanadium  salt  as  the  latter.    Both  of 
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these  are  mejitio&ed  as  such  agents  in  applicant's  specifications. 
Neither  of  these  patents  specifically  states  that  the  printing  of  the 
figures  may  be  accomplished  by  the  successive  application  of  two 
complementary  impressions,  one  printed  with  the  anilin  salt,  and 
the  other  with  a  mixture  of  the  oxidizing  and  catalytic  agents.  The 
first  claim  of  the  Jeanmaire  and  Schmid  patent  reads  as  follows : 

The  metbod  of  prodnclnK  detigns  upon  vegetable  textile  fabrics,  whlcb  coa- 
slBts  primarily.  In  succeaBlTely  printing  tbereou.  Id  eltber  order  of  eeqaence, 
two  separate  constltuenta  whose  combinatloD  Is  eseeDtlal  to  the  formation  of 
a  fixed  color.  In  eucb  manner  as  to  superimpose  tbe  one  upon  the  other  whererer 
the  design  Is  to  be  produced,  that  Is  to  say:  printing  with  one. of  these  con- 
stituents suitably  thickened,  a  delimiting  figure  bavlng  Its  area  and  contour, 
respectively,  corresponding  to  the  fleld  and  outline  of  Ibe  ultimate  design;  and 
printing  with  tbe  other  remaining  constltueut  suitably  thickened,  a  pattern  of 
decorative  detail  consisting  of  predetermined  vnrlegatluna  and  having,  in  the 
aggregate,  such  ^tent  and  sbaiw  as,  when  printed,  to  co\-er  the  spaces  occu- 
pied by  the  fleld  of  the  delimiting  Qgure ;  next  subjecting  the  fabric  so  printed 
to  treatment  adapted  for  effecting  the  combination  of  the  said  constituents 
In  Che  formation  of  such  fixed  color,  wherever  they  may  have  been  colncl-, 
dentally  deposited;  and  flnalty  clearing  from  the  fabric  those  removable  por- 
tions of  the  said  constituents  whlcb  have  remained  isolated  from  each  other. 

As  anilin-black  is  produced  by  the  use  of  the  three  ingredients  be- 
fore stated,  it  is  necessary  in  the  two-step  printing  process,  to  divide 
them  so  as  to  group  two  of  them  together,  leaving  the  other  to  be  used 
by  itself.  As  said  by  the  Examiners-in-Chief  but  three  combinations 
were  possible,  as  follows : 

(1)  (a)  Anilin  salt,  oxidizing  salt, 
(b)  catalytic  salt; 

(2)  (a)  Anilin  salt,  catalytic  agent, 
^b)  oxidizing  salt; 

(8)    (a)   Anilin  salt, 

(b)  oxidizing  salt  and  catalytic  agent. 

The  third  of  these  is  the  successful  one  described  in  the  claims. 
But  this  was  not  left  to  those  skilled  in  the  art  of  printing  colors 
to  ieam  by  experiment  alone,  because  Pinkney's  patent  No.  106,616, 
as  pointed  out  above,  describes  a  process  of  dyeing  with  anilin-black, 
by  the  two  baths,  one  consisting  of  the  anilin  salt  alone,  and  the  other 
of  the  oxidizing  and  catalytic  agents  combined ;  either  to  be  used  aa 
the  preliminary  one. 

In  view  of  the  stat«  of  the  art  as  shown  in  the  patents  aforesaid, 
we  must  agree  with  the  Commissioner,  that  applicants  appear  to 
have  done  nothing  more  than  to  apply  to  the  Jeanmaire  and  Schmid 
processes  of  printing  the  selection  of  a  combination  of  the  ingredients 
disclosed  by  Pinkney.    This  did  not  rise  to  the  height  of  invention. 

The  decision  must  be  affirmed.  It  is  so  ordered,  and  that  the  clerk 
certify  this  decision  to  the  Commissioner  of  Pat^ts.    Afprtmd. 
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tConrt  of  Apftmla  of  tbe  DlBtilct  of  ColuaibU.l 

Carboll  V.  Hallwood, 

Decided  March  SI,  1908. 

IS6  O.  G.,  886;  31  App.  D.  C,  165. 

1.  ImxiPCBEncE — PvouTY — ArrsAL— Assign  HEnr  of  Ibaoas. 

On  appeal  to  tbe  Ezamlan«-lti-ChIef  from  a  decision  of  Uie  Examiner 
of  Interferences  an  aealgnment  of  error  wblcb  assails  tbe  decislm  of  tlie 
Examiner  of  Interferences  in  awarding  priority  on  the  whole  case  to  tbe 
opposing. party  Is  safflcient  to  preserve  appellant's  rlgbt  to  ar^ue  tbe  qnes- 
tlon  of  ret  aijuiicata  by  reason  of  a  Judgment  In  a  prior  interferaic& 

2.  Same — Same — Res  AnjuoicATA-^WaEH  Question  Mat  be  Kaised. 

Wbetber  or  not  the  question  of  priority  of  Invention  is  re»  ad/adloota  by 
reason  of  a  jndgment  In  a  prior  Interference  la  a  question  wblch  may  I>e 
raised  at  any  stage  of  tbe  interference  proceedings,  and  It  Is  not  only  premier, 
bat  Is  the  duty  of  tlie  tribunal  before  whom  tbe  case  is  tried  to  Calce  np 
and  consider  this  question  of  its  own  motion  where  It  is  not  raised  tiy  tbe 

3.  Saub — Saue — SecoRd  IitTEBFEBEnce  Res  Adjcsicata. 

Where,  in  an  Interference  proceeding,  after  bringing  a  motion  to  dlssolre 
tbe  interference,  alleging  n  on 'patentability  and  non-lnterferrace  in  fact,  and 
unsuccessfully  contesting  the  same,  the  senior  party  abandoned  tbe  invention 
of  the  Issue  and  the  Patent  Office  rendered  Judgment  of  priority  in  favor  of 
tbe  Junior  pnrty,  the  senior  party  cannot  thereafter  file  an  amendment  to 
his  application  claiming  the  Invention  which  la  compreliended  in  tbe  prior 
issue  and  have  the  question  of  priority  between  the  same  parties  readjudi- 
cated;  tbe  decision  in  tbe  first  Interference  renders  the  question  of  priority 
of  tbe  more  limited  Issue  of  tbe  second  Interference  res  adfttdicata. 

Idr.  J.  B.  Uayward  for  tlie  appellant. 
Mr.  Paul  A.  Stoley  for  the  appellee. 

Van  Orsdel,  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
in  an  interference  proceeding  involving  certain  improvements  in  cash- 
registers.  (C.  D.,  1907,  416;  131  O.  G.,  2417.)  On  May  13,  1902, 
interference  No.  21,803  was  declared  between  the  application  of 
appellee,  No.  711,329,  filed  April  1,  1899,  and  the  application  of 
appellant,  No.  664,298,  filed  December  29,  1897.  The  issue  in  this 
interference  was  as  follows: 

In  ft  casb-register,  tbe  combination  witb  registering  devices,  of  a  series  of 
operating  pawls,  means  tor  locl;ltig  said  pawls  In  engagement  wItb  said  r^ster- 
ing  devices,  a  movable  frame  arranged  to  govern  said  means,  a  spring  for 
holding  said  frame  in  one  position,  and  mechanism  for  moving  said  frame 
against  the  tension  of  the  spring. 

After  the  preliminary  statements  were  filed,  both  parties  filed 
motions  to  dissolve.    Appellee  based  his  motion  on  an  alleged  irreg- 
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ularity  in  .the  declaration  of  interference,  in  that  it  did  iiot  show  an 
application  by  one  McCormick,  then  pending  in  the  Patent  Office, 
which  embodied  sabstantially  the  same  construction  as  that  shown 
by  appellee's  application.  It  was  contended  that  in  order  that  the 
question  of  priority  should  be  finally  detennined,  McComii(^'8  appli- 
cation should  be  included  in  the  interference.  The  claims  in  inter- 
ference were  suggested  to  McCormick,  who  refused  to  make  them, 
and  afterwards  abandoned  his  application.  Appellant's  motion  to 
dissolve  was  based  upon  the  grounds  of  non-patentability  and  that 
no  interference  in  fact  existed.  This  motion  was  dmied.  Appellant 
appealed  from  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Patents.  The  Commissioner  affirmed  the  decision 
of  the  Examiner.  Datee  were  set  for  the  taking  of  testimony,  but 
before  any  evidence  was  taken,  appellant  abandoned  the  issue,  thereby 
terminating  the  interference.  Thereupon,  on  February  11,  1908,  the 
following  judgment  was  entered  by  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
upon  the  record : 

Tliomaa  Carroll,  tbe  senior  party,  hSTliiK  filed  an  abandonment  of  the  taiTen- 
tloB  defined  In  the  Issoe  of  this  Interference  In  accoiAaaee  with  Rule  12S,  and 
the  same  haWng  been  found  to  be  In  proper  form,  Judgment  on  the  record  is 
hereby  rendered  In  favor  of  Henry  8.  Hallwood,  the  Junior  party.  Thla  instro- 
ment  behig  conRrtied  aa  the  waiver  of  the  right  of  appeal  from  the  decision 
rendered  In  accordance  therewith,  tbla  decision  becomes  tlnal,  and  the  files  are 
ordered  to  be  transmitted  to  the  Primary  Examiner. 

Appellant  subsequently  presented  an  amendment,  setting  forth  the 
claims  which  formed  the  issue  of  the  interference  now  before  us  for 
consideration.  The  issues  are  condensed  by  the  Commissiener  of 
Patents  into  the  following  brief  statement : 

In  a  caeh-reglBter,  the  combination  witb  a  regiBter,  compulsing  a  plnrallty  of 
wheels  harlng  ratchet-teeth  formed  on  tbelr  peripheries,  of  operating  pawls 
engaging  said  ratchet-teeth,  locking  devices  for  said  pawls  normally  locking  the 
same  to  the  wheels,  and  operating  mechanism  for  effecting  the  retraction  of  the 
pawls  over  the  ratchet-teeth  and  subsequent  advance  of  the  pawls  to  turn  the 
wheels,  and  means  connected  to  said  operating  mechanism  and  arranged  to 
engage  the  locking  devices  for  withdrawing  them  from  the  pawls  upon  the 
Initial  movement  of  aald  operating  mechanism  with  provisions  for  reengaging 
the  locking  device  with  the  pawls  for  the  advance  movonait  of  the  same. 

These  claims  of  appellant  were  rejected  by  the  Primary  Examiner 
and  an  appeal  was  taken  from  the  order  of  rejection  to  the  Board  of 
Examiners-in-Chief.  The  Board,  on  July  29,  1904,  reversed  the 
action  of  the  Examiner,  and  allowed  the  claims  of  appellant.  Ap- 
pellant, having  secured  the  allowance  of  the  claims  which  read  upon 
the  application  of  appellee,  the  Primary  Examiner  declared  the  pres- 
ent interference,  No.  24,262.  Appellee  moved  to  dissolve  the  inter- 
ference upon  the  ground  of  non-patentability  over  the  former  con- 
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struction  disclaimed  by  appellant,  when  taken  in  connection  with  the 
prior  art,  and  also  upon  the  ground  that  appellant  was  estopped 
from  making  the  amended  claims  by  the  final  decision  in  the  first 
interference.  The  Examiner  denied  the  motion  as  to  the  first  ground, 
and  sustained  it  as  to  the  second.  From  this  decision,  appellant  took 
an  appeal  to  the  Board  of  Ezaminers-in-Chief.  This  tribunal,  on 
November  10, 1905,  reversed  the  decision  of  the  Examiner.  The  case 
went  back  to  the  Examiner  of  Interferences,  and  evidence  was  taken 
and  a  hearing  had  on  the  merits.  The  Examiner  of  Interferences, 
on  December  26,  1906,  decided  the  case  in  favor  of  appellant,  the 
original  senior  applicant.  From  this  decision,  appellee  took  an  ap- 
peal to  the  Board  of  Examiners-in-Chief,  in  which  he  set  forth  the 
following  assignment  of  errors: 

1.  The  Examiner  of  Interferences  erred  In  holding  the  imues  patentable  to 
Carroll,  whereas  he  should  hare  held  the  Ibbucs  unpatentable  to  Carroll. 

2.  The  Examiner  of  Interfereuces  erred  in  holding  that  Carroll  has  the  right 
to  mabe  claims  corresponding  to  tbe  Issues,  whereas  be  should  have  held  that 
Carroll  has  no  such  right. 

3.  The  Examiner  of  Interferences  erred  In  holding  tn  effect  tbat  the  present 
case  does  not  come  under  Rule  130,  whereas  be  should  have  held  that  tbe  case 
does  come  under  that  rule,  and  that  counts  are  patentable  to  Haltwood  but  not 
to  CarrolL 

4.  The  Examiner  of  Interferences  erred  In  holding  that  Carroll  Is  the  prior 
Inventor,  whereas  he  should  have  held  that  Hallwood  Is  the  prior  inventor. 

5.  The  Examiner  of  Interferences  erred  In  awarding  priority  on  the  whole 
case  to  Carroll,  whereas  he  should  have  nwnrded  It  to  HaHwood. 

The  Board  of  Examiners-in-Chief  considered  the  appeal  alone  on 
the  question  of  estoppel,  and  held  that  appellant  was  estopped  from 
making  the  amended  claims,  for  the  reason  that  the  final  decision 
of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  in  the  first  interference  was  res 
adjudicata  as  to  the  issue  involved  in  the  second  interference.  In  so 
holding,  the  Board  of  Examiners-in-Chief  reversed  their  former 
decision,  thereby  affirming  the  first  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Inter- 
ferences on  the  second  interference.  From  this  decision  of  the  Board 
of  Examiners,  the  appellant  appealed  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents, 
who  sustained  the  decision  of  the  Board  of  Examiners.  From  the 
decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  appellant  prosecuted  this 
appeal.  He  bases  his  appeal  upon  sixteen  separate  assignments  of 
error.  We  think  the  issue  before  us  turns  upon  the  sole  question  as 
to  whether  or  not  the  final  decision  in  the  first  interference  is  res 
adjudicata  as  to  the  issues  involved  in  the  second  interference. 

It  is  insisted  that  appellee,  in  his  appeal  from  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  to  the  Board  of  Examiners-in-Chief  in  the  present 
interference,  did  not  raise  the  question  of  res  adjudicate  This  con- 
tention, we  think,  is  not  well  taken.    We  think  the  question  of  res 
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adjudicata  was  preserved  in  the  fifth  assignment  of  error.  That 
assignment,  it  will  be  observed,  assails  the  decision  of  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences  in  awarding  priority  on  the  whole  case  to  Carroll. 
If,  by  the  final  decision  in  the  first  interference,  appellee  acquired  a 
judgment  of  priority  by  reason  of  the  abandonment  of  the  inter- 
ference by  appellant,  the  question  of  whether  or  not  the  final  deci- 
sion rendered  upon  the'first  interference  is  res  adjudicata  as  between 
the  same  parties  on  the  question  of  priority  of  the  same  invention 
in  the  second  interference,  is  one  that  would,  of  neces^ty,  be  present 
and  of  which  the  appellee  could  avail  himself  at  any  stage  of  the 
proceedings. 

Assuming  that  the  efifect  of  the  former  judgment  was  not  raised 
in  the  appeal  from  the  Examiner  of  Interferences,  it  could  be  raised 
by  the  Board  of  Examiners-in-Chief  on  its  own  motion.  Therefore, 
the  question  before  us  is  not  the  waiver  of  appellant,  but  of  the  right 
of  the  Board  of  Examiners-in-Chief  of  its  own  motion  to  raise  and 
consider  the  question  of  res  adjudicata.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that 
it  clearly  had  this  power,  and  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Board  to 
consider  this  vita!  question  to  the  exclusion  of  the  other  matters  pre- 
sented by  the  appeal.  Having  disposed  of  this  question,  it  was 
minecessary  for  it  to  determine  the  question  of  priority,  for  that  issue 
was  determined  in  favor  of  appellee  by  the  final  decision  in  the  former 
interference.  The  Board  of  Examiners-in-Chief  decided  the  case 
exclusively  upon  the  ground  thai?  the  final  decision  in  the  first  inter- 
ference was  rea  adjudicata  and  estopped  appellant  from  asserting  his 
claim  in  the  second  interference. 

It  is  insisted  by  counsel  for  appellant  that  the  subject-matter  of 
the  second  issue  is  distinct  and  separable  from  the  invention  of  the 
first  issue,  and  that  appellant,  by  abandoning  a  claim  which  he 
thereby  admitted  was  not  his,  is  not  now  estopped  from  asserting  his 
right  to  a  new  invention,  which  could  be  made  the  subject-matter  of 
a  separate  controversy.  Appellant  is  not  here  claiming  a  right  to  a 
new  invention  separable  from  that  originally  claimed.  He  is  insisting 
on  his  right  to  have  his  present  claims  relate  back  to  the  date  of  con- 
ception and  reduction  to  practice  alleged  in  the  former  issue.  All  his 
evidence  was  taken  with  that  end  in  view.  The  judgment  which  he 
permitted,  by  his  abandonment,  to  be  entered  in  the  former  interfer- 
ence, is  broad  enough  to  comprehend  any  and  all  claims  that  could  be 
read  into  the  claims  originally  set  forth.  That  being  true,  it  is  not 
quite  clear  how  appellant  can  now  come  in  and  escape  the  eflfect  of 
that  judgment  by  either  an  amendment  of  the  former  application  or 
by  a  new  application  for  a  new  and  separable  invention,  if  it  be  such, 
which  admittedly  belongs  to  the  same  general  structure,  and  at  the 
same  time  have  his  iuventioD  relate  back  to  the  dates  set  forth  in  the 


448       DECISIONS  OP  UNITED  STATES  COTTBTS  IN  PATENT  CASKS. 

(M-iginal  issue.  The  subject-matter  of  the  invention  here  in  contro- 
versy is  a^  improvement  on  cas^-r^sters.  The  claims  now  advanced 
by  appellant  were  proper  to  have  been  advanced  in  the  former  inter- 
ference, inasmuch  as  they  involve  the  same  general  issue.  In  fact 
it  is  tacitly  admitted  that  appellant  bad  claims  in  his  original  applica- 
tion drawn  to  include  the  improvement  here  in  question.  We  quote 
from  the  brief  of  counsel  for  appellant,  as  follows : 

In  tbe  present  controverB^,  Carroll  Is  not  endeavoring  to  go  back  to  aecnre 
a  broader  clatan.  In  tact  the  Srst  Issne  dominates  Carroll's  constroctioii  upon 
which  he  now  bases  his  clahn  for  the  added  improTemoit.  However,  this  mat- 
ter la  directly  disposed  ot  because  Carroll  originally  had  in  his  case  chilms  2 
and  4  drawn  to  this  very  timing  Improvement  in  question  which  has  become  the 
subject-matter  of  the  second  Interference. 

It  was  held  by  the  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  that  the  issues  in 
both  interferences  involved  the  same  invention,  and  that  the  issues 
in  the  second  interference  do  not  embody  a  separable  invention.  On 
this  point,  we  fully  agree  with  the  conclusion  of  the  Commissioner 
of  Patents.    In  his  opinion,  he  says: 

It  Is  further  contended  that  the  claims  ot  the  presoit  issue  do  not  differ 
merely  in  scope  from  the  Issue  of  the  prior  interference,  but  tliat  ttiej  comi»«- 
hend  a  separable  Invention.  This  contention  is  clearly  untenable.  The  claims 
forming  the  issue  of  this  interference,  as  well  as  those  which  formed  the  Issue 
of  the  prior  interference,  are  prenllcated  upon  tbe  same  mechanical  constructions. 

There  is  no  issue  here  involved  which  might  not  have  been  raised 
in  the  first  interference.  The  judgment  is,  therefore,  broad  enough 
to  include  the  issues  in  both. 

This  reduces  the  question  raised  by  the  second  interference  clearly 
to  one  of  priority.  That  issue  was  resolved  by  the  judgment  in  the 
former  adjudication  in  favor  of  appellee.  What  was  said  by  this 
Court  in  Blackford  v.  Wilder,  (C.  D.,  1907,  491;  127  O.  G.,  1255;  28 
App,  D.  C,  635,)  will  apply  equally  to  this  ease,  so  far  as  the  facts 
are  concerned.    There  the  Court  said : 

To  Bum  up— tite  parties  are  the  same.  The  ai^Ilcations  are  the  same  and 
disclose  the  invention  of  each  issue  The  constructions  relied  on,  respectlveir, 
as  evidencing  conception  and  reductlou  to  practice  of  the  Invention  of  both 
Issues  are  the  same.  The  fundamental  tacts  of  iKith  cases  are  the  same.  Apply- 
ing the  well-settled  principle  ot  estoppel  by  Judgment,  before  stated.  It  follows 
inevitably  that  the  flnal  decision  In  the  flrst  Interference  Is  conclusive,  unless 
It  can  be  made  to  appear  that  the  question  upon  which  the  determination  of 
tbe  second  case  rests  Is  one  that  neither  was  nor  could  have  been  presented  and 
determined  In  tbe  first  case. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  affirmed,  and  the 
clerk  is  directed  to  certify  these  proceedings,  as  by  law  required. 
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GOOLMAN  V.  HOBABT. 

Decided  May  5,  1908. 
13S  O.  g4  1123;  31  App.  O.  &,  2S6. 

1.  IifTEXFEBENCE — Evidence — Books  Showing  Dates. 

TheprodactloDof  a  book  parportlng  to  show  tb«dateof  a  sale  to  which  a 
witneas  baa  testified  adds  Dothlng  br  wa;  of  corroboration  of  a  witness's 
oral  testimony  where  the  person  who  kept  the  book  Is  not  called  to 
Idaitifr  It. 

2.  Same— Same — Identitt  of  Drawihos  and  Pbiob  Gonstbijction — Weigbt. 

The  testiraoof  of  a  witness  that  photographic  copies  of  application  draw- 
ings are  "practically  the  same  thing"  as  a  prior  construction  Is  very 
materiallj  weakened  bj  the  admission  under  cross-examination  that  he 
did  not  understand  such  drawings,  because  he  did  not  understand  mechanical 
draftlnE. 

Mr.  Marcellus  Bailey  and  Mr.  Parker  W.  Page  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  Arthur  v.  Briesen  for  the  appellee. 

Van  Ohsdei,,  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
in  an  interference  proceeding,  awarding  priority  of  inTention  to 
appellee.  This  decision  affirmed  the  finding  of  the  Board  of 
Examiners-in-Chief  reversing  that  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences. 

The  application  of  appellee,  the  senior  party,  was  filed  on  May  21, 
1904.  Appellant,  the  junior  party,  on  June  20,  1904,  filed  his  first 
application,  which  contained  claims  to  several  distinct  inventions. 
PHvision  was  called  for  by  the  Primary  Examiner,  and  appellant  filed 
a  divisional  application,  the  one  here  in  controversy,  on  January  10, 
1906.  No  interference  was  declared  between  appellant's  prior  appli- 
cation and  the  application  of  appellee,  which  latter  eventuated  into  a 
patent  on  July  19,  1904. 

The  invention  in  issue  is  an  improvement  in  autopneumatic  pianos, 
which  consists  in  mounting  the  tune-sheet  rollers  in  a  detachable 
drawer  or  box,  instead  of  upon  the  frame  or  casing  of  the  piano,  as 
is  ordinarily  done.  This  drawer,  when  attached  to  the  piano,  brings 
the  tune-sheet  into  proper  relation  with  the  duct-bridge,  and  the  tune- 
Fheet-driving  roller  into  gear  with  the  motor  mechanism  on  the  piano. 
By  this  means,  one  tune-sheet  may  be  substituted  for  another  much 
more  conveniently  and  quickly  than  if  the  rollers  were  mounted  in 
bearings  forming  a  permanent  part  of  the  piano  mechanism.  The 
issue  is  set  out  in  two  counts,  which  read  as  follows : 

1.  An  antopDeumatk-plano  case  having  a  duct-bridge,  combined  with  a  box 
having  a  tune-sheet  and  tune-sheet  rollers,  and  means  for  detachablj  aecorlnf; 
said  box  to  said  case. 
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2,  An  autopDeumatlc-plano  case  baving  a  duct-bridge  and  n  drivlng-ehaft, 
combined  with  a  box  having  a  tune-Bheet  and  a  feed-roller,  means  for  detactaably 
necurlDg  the  box  to  said  case,  and  means  for  intergearlbg  the  feed-roller  wltb 
the  drlvlng-sbaft. 

Appellee  is  an  employee  of  the  firm  of  Roth  &  Englehardt,  of  St 
Johnsville,  N.  Y.,  the  manufacturers  of  the  "Peerless  Pianos,"  and 
has  assigned  his  patent  to  that  firm.  He  relies  upon  his  filing  date, 
although  he  has  offered  some  evidence  which  shows  that  his  assignee 
was  in  possession  of  an  instrument  containing  the  elements  of  the 
issue  prior  to  March  12,  1904. 

Appellant  was  a  junior  partner  in  the  firm  of  Roth  &  Englehardt 
until  about  December  20,  1900,  when  the  partnership  was  dissolved, 
and  he  retired  from  the  firm.  He  then  entered  into  correspondence 
with  the  Harris  Brothers,  of  Binghamton,  N.  Y.,  who  were  interested 
in  the  sale  of  musical  instruments,  and  particnlarlj  the  "  Peerless 
Piano."  The  Harris  Brothers  called  upon  appellant  at  his  home  in 
Brooklyn,  N.  Y.,  in  the  early  part  of  the  year  1901,  and,  as  the  result 
of  this  conference  and  other  negotiations,  a  partnership  was  formed 
on  March  28,  1901,  for  the  manufacture  of  automatic  musical  instru- 
ments, which  afterward  became  known  as  the  Automatic  Musical 
Company. 

Appellant  claims  to  have  conceived  and  disclosed  the  invention 
in  issue  as  early  as  the  latter  part  of  1900  or  the  first  of  1901,  and 
testifies,  that  in  the  early  part  of  1901,  he  made  a  small  pasteboard 
model  of  the  device,  which  he  showed  to  the  Harris  Brothers,  when 
they  visited  him.  There  is  some  conflict  as  to  just  what  was  shown, 
appellant  testifying,  on  cross-examination,  that  he  does  not  recollect 
showing  them  the  frame  and  roils,  while  Mr.  B.  H.  Harris  testifies 
that  he  was  shown  a  model  of  a  detachable  drawer  that  could  be  put 
and  made  to  work  on  an  automatic  self-playing  piano  with  an  end- 
less roll.  Owing  to  the  fact  that  the  company  desired  him  to  direct 
his  attention  to  the  development  of  an  automatic  xylophone,  which 
he  had  devised  before  joining  the  company,  nothing  further  was  done 
toward  perfecting  the  improvement  in  controversy,  until  it  became 
apparent  that  the  xylophone  would  not  prove  a  success. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  experiments  on  the  invention  in 
issue  were  begun  in  January,  1903,  and  a  sketch  made  by  appellant, 
and  dated  January  9,  1903,  was  introduced  in  evidence  (Goolman 
Exhibit  No.  9,  Goolman  Sketch,)  which  shows  the  subject-matter  of 
the  counts.  Appellant  testified  that  the  sketch  was  made  on  the  day 
of  its  date.  The  witness  Daniels  testified  that  sketches  and  draftings 
embodying  the  same  elements  were  shown  to  him  during  the  winter 
and  spring  of  1903,  but  he  could  not  swear  that  he  ever  saw  that 
particular  sketch.  Therefore,  appellant's  testimony  stands  uncor- 
roborated as  to  the  date  of  the  drawing. 
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There  is  evidence  to  the  effect  that  a  device  embodying  the  elements 
of  the  issue  was  made  and  successfully  operated  prior  to  August  30, 
1903,  The  first  one  of  these  devices  is  in  evidence  and  is  known  as 
"■'  Goolman  Exhibit  No,  5,  Model,"  The  Commissioner  says  in  regard 
to  this  exhibit: 

Tbls  extatbtt  when  produced  was  in  Ave  distinct  parts.  Some  of  tbe  elements 
called  for  by  tbe  Issue  are  not  present.  Tbe  tune-sbeet  rollera  are  mlselng, 
and  also  two  of  tbe  four  bearings  for  sucb  rollers.  Of  tbe  means  for  securing 
tbe  attacbmait  to  tbe  piano,  wblcb  Is  one  of  tbe  principal  elemeats  of  tbe  Isane^ 
only  that  part  which  la  alleged  to  have  been  secured  to  the  plano-case  Is  pro- 
duced, the  cooperating  parts  on  the  roller-frame  being  absent,  and  tbe  frame  18 
BO  broken  snd  mutilated  that  It  bears  no  evidence  of  ever  having  been  provided 
with  means  to  engage  Its  coliperatlug  part  on  the  piano-case.  It  Is  not  claimed 
tbat  the  box  for  receiving  tbe  tune-sbeet  was  ever  attached  to  tbe  roller-frame, 
88  are  tbese  parts  In  tbe  commercial  machines.  White  this  might  be  Immaterial 
were  It  the  only  feature  which  the  exhibit  lacked  to  make  It  a  reduction  to 
practice.  It  Is  referred  to  as  another  circumstance  Indicating  the  IncompleteneBS 
of  the  device.  Notwithstanding  some  testimony  that  the  device  was  complete 
and  operative,  I  agree  with  the  Examiners- In-Chief  that  this  device  was  nothing 
but  an  Illustrative  model  and  not  an  actual  reduction  to  practice. 

The  weight  of  all  this  evidence  is  seriously  affected  by  the  statement 
of  the  witness  Harris  that — 

the  Idea  was  to  have  the  Instrument  take  up  as  little  room  as  possible  and  to 
make  tbe  construction  of  that  detachable  drawer  with  as  little  mechanism  as 
possible;  the  main  idea  was  to  do  away  with  mechanism  on  the  drawer. 

It  will  be  remembe'red  that  this  mechanism  is  one  of  the  elements 
of  the  issue. 

It  is  claimed  on  behalf  of  appellant  that  the  device  known  as 
"  Groolman  Exhibit  No.  4  "  was  made  in  the  fall  of  1903,  and  consti- 
tutes a  reduction  to  practice.  This  time  is  set  by  appellant's  testi- 
mony, and  the  witness  Daniels,  an  employee  of  the  Automatic  Musical 
Company,  attempts  to  corroborate  it.  This  witness  testified  to  the 
effect  that,  although  he  could  not  swear  to  having  had  anything  to 
do  with  making  Exhibit  No.  4,  its  generally  crude  appearance  and 
finish  identifies  it  to  his  mind  as  one  of  the  very  first  devices  that  was 
made  in  1903.  He  also  testified  that  he  started  out  on  the  road  per- 
manently as  a  salesman  on  August  30, 1903,  and  positively  knew  that 
he  had  helped  make  every  individual  part  of  the  Heliable  Automatic 
Piano  and  that  it  was  a  perfect  instrument  some  weeks  before  he 
left  the  factory.  But  witness  fails  to  specifically  identify  the  partic- 
ular exhibit  liere  under  consideration,  Gantley,  another  employee  of 
the  Automatic  Musical  Company,  testified  that  he  saw  and  heard  ap- 
pellant operate  an  automatic  piano  on  July  29,  1903,  but  this  testi- 
mony does  not  prove  that  the  instrument  which  Gantley  saw  or  heard 
embodied  the  elements  of  the  issue.  A  further  doubt  is  cast  upon  the 
date  of  this  exhibit  by  the  fact  that  the  device  shows  a  wire  spider 
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between  two  rollers,  and  the  appellant  himself  testified  that  this 
wire  spider  was  not  designed  until  s<»ne  time  in  1904.  The  three  tri- 
bunals of  the  Patent  Office  held  that  the  evidence  as  to  the  date  of  this 
exhibit  was  not  sufficiently  clear  and  explicit,  and  with  this  conclu- 
sion we  must  agree. 

Appellant  has  offered  evidence  to  the  effect  that  a  piano  embodying 
the  elements  of  the  issue  was  sold  to  one  Bae  Walters  on  November 
20,  1903;  and  has  attempted  to  establish  this  date  by  producing  a 
book  for  the  purpose  of  showing  when  and  to  whom  the  sale  was 
made,  but  the  person  who  kept  this  book  was  not  called  to  identify  it. 
It,  therefore,  adds  nothing  by  way  of  corroboration  to  the  oral  testi- 
mony of  appellant  on  this  point.  There  is  also  in  evidence  a  con- 
veyance in  the  form  of  a  lease  by  the  Automatic  Musical  Company  to 
Rae  Walters  for  an  endless-roll  automatic  piano,  which  is  dated 
November  20,  1903.  Appellant  testified  that  this  piano  did  not  differ 
in  any  way  from  the  device  shown  in  the  application  drawings,  except 
that,  in  place  of  a  sliding  wedge,  which  was  in  the  first  few  pianos,  a 
thumb-screw  had  been  substituted,  which  makes  the  adjustment  more 
perfect.  The  only  corroborating  evidence  is  the  following  statement 
by  the  witness  Harris,  that — 

these  drawings  (pbotographB  of  tbe  application  drawings)  are  practically  tbe 
same  tblng — 

as  the  piano  under  consideration,  but  this  testimony  is  very  materially 
weakened  when,  under  cross-examination,  he  admits  that  he  does 
not  understand  these  drawings  because  he  does  not  understand  me- 
chanical drafting.  Appellant  also  relies  upon  the  testimony  of  wit- 
nesses Daniels  and  Gantley,  but  these  witnesses  simply  state,  in  a 
general  way,  that  the  drawers  manufactured  prior  to  the  date  of  the 
sale  of  the  Walters  piano  did  not  differ  essentially  from  those  manu- 
factured at  present.  The  fact  of  similarity  between  the  construction 
of  the  Walters  piano  and  that  shown  by  the  application  drawings  is 
rendered  still  more  doubtful  by  reason  of  a  letter  written  to  Rae 
Walters  by  the  Automatic  Musical  Company,  and  dat«d  March  25, 
1904,  which  states,  that  if  she  will  return  the  drawer  to  her  piano, 
they  will  add  "  a  new  and  wonderful  improvement."  It  is  reasonable 
to  assume  that  any  "  new  and  wonderful  improvement "  would  be 
included  in  the  application  for  patent. 

An  attempt  has  been  made  to  show  by  the  witness  Harris  that  the 
firm  of  Roth  &  Engletiardt,  Hobart's  assignee,  bad  knowledge  of  the 
construction  of  the  piano  sold  to  Rae  Walters  prior  to  the  date  of 
conception  by  Hobart,  and  that  the  representatives  of  that  company, 
on  December  14,  1903,  examined  that  instrument  and  later  purchased 
it.  This  testimony  might  be  of  great  weight  had  the  c<Histruction 
of  the  Walters  instrument  been  sufficiently  established.    It  is  evident, 
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however,  that  the  piano  was  still  in  the  possession  of  Walters  on 
March  25,  1904,  when  the  letter  above  referred  to  was  sent,  and  the 
record  discloses  that  machine  embodying  the  issue  was  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  fii-m  of  Roth  &  En^iehardt  on  March  12,  1904. 

It  is  claimed  that  appellant's  application  was  made  from  a  full- 
sized  operative  machine,  which  was  shipped  to  his  attorneys  on  Feb- 
ruary 2,  1904.  However,  no  evidence  is  offered  to  show  that  the  at- 
torneys ever  received  this  instrument  or  that  the  application  draw- 
ings were  so  made. 

Appellant  is  the  junior  applicant.  The  burden  rests  upon  him  to 
remove  the  presumption  of  prior  invention  that  always  attaches 
to  the  senior  applicant.  This  presumption  cannot  be  overcome  by 
the  uncorroborated  evidence  of  the  junior  applicant  alone.  He 
must  be  corroborated  directly  on  all  points  necessary  to  establish 
priority.  In  this,  we  think  appellant  has  failed.  In  several  essen- 
tial particulars,  as  we  have  pointed  out,  the  corroborating  evidence 
falls  to  meet  the  requirements  demanded  of  a  contestant  by  the  former 
holdings,  both  of  the  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office,  and  of  this  court. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  affirmed,  and  the 
clerk  is  directed  to  certify  these  proceedings,  as  by  law  required. 
A^rmed. 


[Court  ot  Arpeala  ot  the  DiBtrlcC  at  Columbia.] 

GOHDON    )'.    WeNTWORTH. 

Dii-idrd  March  SI,  ISOH. 

lSr>  O.  (}.,  1125:  Xl  App.  D.  C,  150. 

1.  IlfTEBFEBEKCE PBIOB ITT— ABANDONED    EXPBBIUENT. 

Where  a  device  was  tested  by  the  assignee  ot  the  Inventor  for  half  a  day 
In  regular  work,  after  which  no  further  interest  was  taken  tn  it,  and  it 
was  discarded  UDtll  after  the  opposing  party  flled  his  application,  and 
another  device  for  doing  the  same  work,  invented  by  anotlier  party,  wtio 
was  the  employee  of  the  assignee,  was  made  and  tested,  and  a  number  of 
such  devices  were  built  and  put  on  tbe  market,  and  no  application  was  filed 
until  kuowledfte  was  (rained  of  the  invenilou  of  tbe  opposing  imrty,  Held 
that  such  device  was  merely  iin  iibaiidoned  eiitwrluient. 

2.  Same — Saue — Conckalment  or  SuppstssioN. 

Tbe  conceii Intent  and  suppression  of  an  invention  after  a  redaction  to 
practice  for  a  period  of  more  tban  two  years,  until  definite  knowledge  was 
obtained  of  tbe  invention  of  anotber  iiarty,  who  In  the  meantime  bad  made 
tbe  invention  and  placed  It  u])ou  the  market,  is  snfflclent  to  defeat  the  right 
to  II  patent.  (.Uod/ic*  v.  Burt.  C.  1>.,  11)05,  574:  114  O.  ().,  704j  24  App. 
r>.   C  2«5.) 

Mr.  Beiijinniii  PhilUpn  and  Mr.  Horace  Van,  Eceren  for  the  ap- 
pellant. 

Mr.  A.  V.  C'ifshman  for  the  appellee. 
«I025— II.  Dot.'.  13JII,  lMi~2 SO 
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Van  Obsdel,  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Fatbits 
in  an  interference  proceeding  involving  the  priority  of  the  invention 
of  a  machine  for  beating  out  shoe-uppers.  (C.  D.,  1907,  295;  130 
O.  G.,  2065.)  Both  parties  are  applicants  upon  an  invention  which 
the  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  have  all  held  embodied  the  invention 
in  issue.  Appellee  is  the  senior  party.  His  application  was  filed  in 
the  Patent  Office  on  December  8,  1904.  Appellant's  application  was 
filed  on  March  23, 1905.  The  issue  upon  which  the  appeal  is  based  is 
as  follows: 

1.  A  macblne  for  beating  out  shoe-uppers,  bavlng  Id  comblnotion.  two  series 
of  rotating  beaters  arraaged  to  act  simultaaeously  upon  the  lower  edge  of  a 
sboe-upper  at  opposite  sides  of  tbe  sboe  and  beat  out  the  lower  edge  of  the 
upper  upon  the  Insole,  and  means  for  actuating  said  beatera,  BubBtantlall;  as 
described. 

2.  A  machine  for  beating  out  shoe-nppera,  having.  In  combination,  two  series 
of  rotating  4>eater8  ai^thig  simultaneously  to  beat  out  the  lower  edge  of  a  shoe- 
upper  upon  the  Insole  at  opposite  sides  of  the  shoe  and  to  draw  the  upper  over 
tbe  edge  of  the  Insole  towards  the  medial  line  of  tbe  Insole,  and  maans  for 
actuating  said  beaters. 

3.  A  machine  for  beating  out  shoe-uppers,  having,  In  combination,  two  series 
of  rotating  beaters  acting  slmuttaneousl;  to  beat  out  the  lower  edge  of  a  sboe- 
iipper  npOD  the  Insole  at  opposite  sides  of  the  shoe  and  arranged  to  eiert  a 
wiping  action  on  tbe  upper  from  the  edge  of  the  sole  towards  the  medial  line 
of  the  sole,  and  means  for  actuating  said  beaters. 

Appellant  alleges  conception  of  his  invention  on  April  1, 1901,  and 
reduction  to  practice  on  August  8,  1902.  Appellee  fixes  the  date  of 
conception  of  his  invention  at  April,  1904,  and  reduction  to  practice 
November  2,  1904.  It  appears  that  only  one  Gordon  machine  was 
ever  built.  It  was  constructed  in  1902.  After  it  was  tested  on  some 
dummy  shoes,  it  was  sent  to  a  factory  at  Brockton,  Mass.,  where  it 
was  tested  on  regular  work  for  one-half  day.  It  was  returned  to 
appellant,  and,  in  April,  1903,  was  sent  to  what  is  known  as  the  Lynn 
School,  where  operators  are  trained  by  the  United  Shoe  Machinery 
Company.  Here  it  was  left  for  several  weeks,  where  it  was  used,  as 
the  evidence  discloses,  to  beat  out  heel-seats  on  shoes  that  went 
through  the  factory. 

It  appears  that  the  United  Shoe  Machinery  Company  was  the 
assignee  of  appellant's  invention,  and  that,  after  the  Brockton  test  in 
August,  1902,  this  company  seemed  to  have  lost  interest  in  the 
machine.  They  were  making  tests,  as  the  evidence  discloses,  of 
another  machine,  which  had  been  devised  by  one  of  their  employees 
named  McFeeley.  It  appears  that  a  number  of  the  McFeeley  ma- 
chines were  manufactured  and  put  on  the  market.  After  the  Lynn 
test,  no  further  effort  was  made  by  appellant,  or  his  assignee,  to 
perfect  his  invention,  or  to  put  it  into  general  use,  or  protect  his  right 
by  applying  for  a  patent.     His  machine  seems  to  have  been  discarded 
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until  after  appellee  made  application  for  Letters  Patent  on  his  in- 
vention. What  the  evidence  shows  to  have  been  done  by  appellant 
and  his  assignee,  the  United  Shoe  Machinery  Company,  was  more  in 
the  nature  of  an  experiment,  than  of  any  well-defined  intention  to 
apply  within  a  reasonable  time  for  a  patent,  or  to  put  the  machine 
into  general  commercial  use. 

As  to  appellee's  machine,  there  is  no  dispute  as  to  his  dates.  The 
record  clearly  discloses  that  he  put  his  machine  into  immediate  and 
general  use.  A  large  number  of  the  machines  were  sold  and  used  in 
the  vicinity  of  Cincinnati,  Ohio.  He  promptly  applied  for  a  patent. 
He  is  here  with  no  laches  to  account  for,  the  prior  applicant,  and,  we 
think,  entitled  to  priority  over  appellant  for  the  invention  in  contro- 
versy. 

With  this  state  of  facts  before  us,  we  fully  agree  with  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  in  which  he  stated : 

It  Is  ratber  remarkable  that  ttie  ntllit;  of  the  Gordoo  machine  was  detnon- 
strated  after  half  a  day's  use,  while  to  show  the  utllitf  of  a  similar  derlce  ft 
required  the  building  of  sereral  machines  aod  their  trial  tor  more  than  a  jrear. 
Moreover,  It  seems  Improbable  that  a  machloe  whose  successful  operation  had 
been  satlsfactorllj'  demonstrated  should  be  thrown  aside  for  about  three  years 
in  order  to  experiment  with  a  machine  designed  to  accomplish  substantlolly 
the  same  results,  when  all  the  time  a  niachiue  of  that  character  was  urgently 
In  demand.  The  ezplanatlou  given  for  the  delay  In  placing  appellant's  device 
oa  the  market  or  14  Allng  an  aivtlcatlon  1b  regarded  as  of  no  substantial  merit. 
The  conduct  of  the  Inventor  and  his  assignee  Is  alone  sufflclent  to  warrant  the 
conclusion  that  the  Oordon  machloe  was  only  an  abimdoned  experiment.  But 
aside  from  this  consideration  It  Is  believed  that  the  testimony  falls  to  over- 
come the  burden  imposed  upon  appellant  of  proving  tbiit  the  Gordcn  machine 
constituted  In  law  a  reduction  to  practice. 

Assuming,  however,  that  the  tests  made  by  appellant  constituted 
a  legal  reduction  of  the  invention  to  practice,  the  mere  fact  alone 
that  the  invention  was  concealed  and  suppressed  for  a  period  of  more 
than  two  years,  during  which  time  appellee  invented  his  machine  and 
put  it  upon  the  market,  is  sufficient,  in  our  opinion,  to  defeat  the  right 
of  appellant  to  priority  over  appellee.  The  Court,  in  Matthea  v. 
Burt,  (C.  D.,  1905,  574;  114  O.  G.,  764;  24  App.  D.  C,  265,)  a  case 
similar  to  the  one  before  us,  said : 

Having,  then,  completed  the  Invention  and  satisfled  himself  of  Its  utility,  as 
claimed,  Matthes  deliberately  concealed  It.  suppressing  Its  use  and  withholding 
It  from  the  public.  How  long  he  might  have  pursued  this  policy  with  no  rival 
In  the  field  Is  of  course  conjectural;  but  It  is  certain  that  he  showed  no  sub- 
stantial intention  of  change  of  i>ollcy  until  be  had  obtained  definite  knowledge 
of  Burt's  exploitation  of  the  same  invention.  On  the  other  hand,  Burt,  having 
no  knowledge  of  Muttbes's  discovery,  and  encouraged  and  Induced  by  the 
apparently  unoccupied  Qeid.  went  diligently  to  work  to  perfect  bis  inveutton 
and  to  put  Its  product  upon  the  market.  He  not  only  sold  this  product  to  the 
trade  In  large  quantities,  but  promptly  applied  for  a  |>atent.  On  this  state  of 
facts,  the  Commissioner  held  that  Matthes's  right  had  become  satkordlnste  tothst 
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of  Burt  who  was  tbe  first  to  Invent  In  accordance  wltb  "  the  true  pollc;  and  »tda 
of  the  patent  laws  "  aa  declared  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  Statea  hi 
Kendall  v.  Wintor,   (21  How.,  322,  32T,  328.) 

Viewing  this  case  from  any  standpoint,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that 
the  conclusions  reached  by  the  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  are 
correct,  and  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  should  be 
affirmed. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  affirmed,  and  the 
clerk  is  directed  to  certify  these  proceedings,  as  required  by  law. 


ICoart  ot  Appeals  of  Ui«  District  •>[  Colombia.} 

In  be  Milans. 

Decided  ApHl  20.  1908. 

135  O.  G.,  1126;  31  App.  D.  C,  269. 

PATEnTABiLiTT — Invention — Doitble  Spots  for  Bowlino-Au-etb. 

Where  It  was  old  to  provide  apota  io  a  bowllng-alley  to  insure  tbe  ac- 
curate Betting  of  tbe  pins,  claims  covering  two  seriea  of  apota,  one  wittahi 
the  other,  thereby  to  Insure  the  correct  setting  of  different  kinds  of  pins 
bavins  dlfferent-BlEed  bases,  not  limited  to  any  mechanical  constroctlon, 
set  fortb  nothing  which  involves  tbe  exercise  of  the  Inventive  faculty. 

.Vr.  L.  S.  Bacon,  Mr.  J.  H.  MUans,  and  Afr.  C.  T.  MUane  for  the 
appellant. 
Mr.  F.  A.  Tennant  for  the  Commissioner  of  Patents. 

RoBB,  J.: 

This  appeal  is  from  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
refusing  to  allow  the  following  claims: 

1.  A  double  spot  for  bowllng-nlleys.  one  spot  being  arranged  within  another 
and  having  striking  visually  appreciable  differentiating  characteristics. 

2.  A  double  spot  for  bow ilng-al  leys,  one  spot  being  arranged  within  the  other 
and  of  striking  rontraating  colora. 

3.  In  combination  wltb  pins  of  different  base  diameters,  a  bowliug-alley 
having  a  double  spot  adapted  to  receive  either  of  said  pins  conslating  of  one 
spot  within  another,  the  diameters  of  aald  apota  correapondlng  to  tbe  dlamelera 
of  said  pins. 

4.  In  combination  with  pins  of  different  base  diametera,  a  bowllng-aliey  hav- 
ing a  double  spot  adapted  to  receive  eltber  of  said  pins  conslating  of  one  spot 
wltbtu  another,  the  diameters  of  snld  spots  corresixindliig  to  the  diameters  of 
said  plus  and  said  apola  being  strlkloKly  contrasting  in  appearance. 

6.  In  combination  with  pins  of  dlffprpnt  base  diameters,  a  bowllng-alley  hav- 
ing spots  whereby  to  acconimortete  either  of  said  pinf!.  tbe  diameters  of  said 
spots  corresponding  to  the  diameters  of  said  pins  nud  said  spots  being  atrlkingly 
contrasting  In  appearance. 

8.  In  combination  with  pins  of  different  base  diameters,  a  bowllng-alley  hav- 
ing spots  whereby  to  accommodate  cither  of  said  pins,  the  diameters  of  said 
spots  corresponding  to  tbe  diameters  of  said  pins. 
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14.  As  an  article  of  manufacture,  a  double  ^Kit  adapted  for  Insertion  In  a 
bowling-allej,  one  spot  being  arranged  within  anotber  aud  bavlug  striking 
visually  appreciable  d  liferent  la  ting  characteristics. 

The  object  of  the  applicant,  as  stated  in  his  specifications,  is  to  iti^~ 
vide  a  device  comprising  a  spot  vithin  a  spot,  the  larger  adapted  to 
center  and  support  pins  of  a  larger  type  such  as  tenpins,  and  the 
smaller  to  support  pins  of  relatively  smaller  size  such  as  candle  or 
duck  pins,  and  thereby — 

to  OTercome  obiectlons  to  the  single  spots  now  anployed  and  npm  which  varloas 
Rises  of  plus  are  alternately  set  at  the  will  of  the  plajer. 

The  Commissioner  allowed  claims  Nos.  7  to  13,  inclusive,  covering 
the  mechanical  construction  of  the  double  spot  of  the  rejected  claims. 
We  agree  that  applicant  is  not  entitled  to  the  broad  claims  of  the 
issue,  which  as  drawn  cover  much  more  than  an  article  of  manu- 
facture. We  fail  to  perceive  invention  in  providing  smaller  spots 
within  the  single  spots  hitherto  used.  These  single  spots  correspond 
to  the  base  diameters  of  the  ordinary  tenpins  and  manifestly  exact 
accuracy  in  placing  the  smaller  pins  can  be  attained  only  by  providing 
spots  of  corresponding  size  which,  if  concentrically  arranged,  will 
necessarily  fall  within  the  larger  spots  and  to  be  distinguishable 
must  be  of  a  different  color. 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  patent  law  to  deal  liberally  with  inventors; 
nevertheless  courts  will  not  grant  a  monopoly  unless  convinced  that 
invention  is  involved. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  affirmed,  and  the 
clerk  of  the  «)urt  will  certify  this  opinion  and  the  proceedings  in 
this  court  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  ib  required  by  law. 
Aprmed. 


[Court  or  Appeals  at  the  Dlitrlet  of  ColumhlB.I 

Rose  V.  Clifpohd  and  Nbwbix.    Rose  v.  Newkll.    Cliffobd  v.  Rose 
AND  Newelu     Cufford  V.  Newei.1,. 

Defied  April  7.  190S. 

13S  0.  O.,  1301 ;  31  App.  D.  C,  1«S. 

HmEBrEUHCB — PKioamr — Delat  Afteb  Reouctioh  to  Fbactice, 

After  reduction  to  practice  of  an  Invention  a  mere  delaj  of  the  Inventor 
in  applying  for  a  patent.  In  the  absence  of  concealment,  abandonment,  nr 
suppression,  will  not  prevmt  the  Inventor  from  getting  a  pBt«it  based  upon 
priority  of  Invention. 

Mr.  J.  D,  SvUivan,  Mr.  W.  Fowler,  and  Mr.  C.  Neave  for  the  ap- 
pellant Rose. 

Mr.  J.  H.  Griifln  and  Mr.  H.  E.  Davis  for  the  appellant  Cliffortir 
Mr.  A.  8.  Pattieon  and  Mr.  Philip  Mauro  iai  the  appellee  Newell. 
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Van  Orsdel,  J. : 

These  appeals  come  here  from  decisions  rendered  by  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Patents  in  three  separate  interferences.    Interference  No. 

23.780  involves  all  three  of  the  parties.  Both  Rose  and  Clifford  have 
appealed  from  the  decision  in  this  interference.    Interference  No. 

23.781  involves  only  Clifford  and  Newell,  from  which  decision  Clif- 
ford has  appealed.  Interference  No.  23,782  involves  Kose  and 
Newell.  From  this  decision,  Rose  has  appealed.  The  Commissioner 
of  Patents  awarded  to  Newell  priority  of  invMitiwi  on  the  following 
issue: 

1.  In  a  device  of  the  class  described,  a  cixtllDg-cbambeF  provided  wltb  an  open- 
ing in  Its  upper  part,  a  Uqa Id-receptacle  provided  wttli  aa  opening,  a  container 
placed  wlUi  tie  open  moutli  extending  througb  said  (^>enlng8  In  tne  coollog- 
cbamber  and  said  receptncle  and  adapted  to  be  sealed  b;  liquid  In  said  recep- 
tacle, and  meanB  for  drawing  oET  liquid  from  said  receptacle. 

2.  In  a  device  of  the  class  described,  a  coollng-cbamber.  a  liquid' receptacle 
exposed  to  the  action  of  said  cooling-chamber,  and  provided  with  an  opening  In 
Its  upper  part,  a  container  placed  with  Its  op^i  mouth  projecting  downwardly 
into  said  opening  In  tbe  llqu Id-receptacle  and  adapted  to  be  seeled  by  liquid 
therein,  and  means  for  drawing  off  liquid  from  said  receptacle. . 

The  invention  here  in  issue  relates  t«  an  improvem^it  on  water- 
coolers,  having  a  receptacle  for  water  within  a  chamber  for  ice,  so 
arranged  that  the  receptacle  containing  the  water  is  surrounded  with 
ice.  The  water  is  drawn  from  the  receptacle  by  means  of  a  pipe,  to 
which  a  faucet  is  attached..  The  receptacle  is  supplied  with  water 
from  a  bottle,  filled  with  water,  and  inverted  so  that  the  mouth  of 
the  bottle  extends  through  a  funnel,  in  which  the  inverted  bottle  rests, 
into  the  receptacle.  The  water  passes  from  the  bottle  into  the  recep- 
tacle, until  it  rises  to  a  level  with  the  mouth  of  the  bottle,  wh«i  the 
liquid  seals  the  mouth  of  the  bottle.  When  water  is  drawn  from  the 
faucet,  the  water  is  lowered  in  the  receptacle,  until  the  air  is  per- 
mitted to  enter  the  mouth  of  the  bottle,  when  the  water  again  flows 
into  the  receptacle  and  so  continues  until  it  rises  to  the  month  of  the 
bottle  and  seats  it. 

Rose  ftlleges  conception  of  tbe  invention  in  August  or  September, 
1901,  and  reduction  to  practice  in  February,  1902.  His  application 
was  Bled  March  26,  1902.  Clifford  alleges  conception  in  November, 
1901,  and  reduction  to  practice  in  February,  1902.  His  application 
was  filed  April  14,  1902,  Newell  alleges  conception  and  disclosure 
in  the  spring  of  1899,  and  reduction  to  practice  in  the  early  summer 
of  1899.  His  application  was  filed  July  22, 1902.  It  will  be  observed 
that  Rose  is  the  senior  party  in  point  of  filing,  and  Newell  is  the 
junior  party.  Originality  o£  invention  is  the  issue  involved  between 
Clifford  and  Rose.  Newell  is  an  independent  inventor,  and  claims  to 
have  conceived  the  invention  and  reduced  it  to  practice  prior  to  the 
date  of  conception  alleged  by  either  Rose  or  Clifford, 
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The  Examiner  of  Interferences  found  that  Newell  had  not  com- 
pleted his  invention  at  the  date  Rose  filed  his  application,  and  that, 
as  between  Rose  and  Clifford,  Clifford  was  the  original  inventor. 
He  acoordingly  awarded  priority  to  Clifford.  The  Board  of  Ex- 
amiiwrs-in-Cfaief  reversed  the  Examiner,  and  awarded  priority  to 
Newell.  The  Commissiraier  of  Patents  affirmed  the  decision  of  the 
Board.  Inasmuch  as  the  same  invention  is  involved  in  all  three 
applications,  it  is  important  to  ccmsider,  first,  whether  Newell  eatab- 
li^ed  his  conception  of  the  invention  and  its  reduction  to  practice 
prior  to  the  dates  alleged  by  Rose  and  Clifford.  If  he  did,  and  is 
not  estopped  by  concealment,  suppression,  or  abandonment,  it  will  be 
unnecessary  to  enter  into  the  controversy  between  Rose  and  Clifford. 

Newell  fixes  the  date  of  conception  of  his  invention  from  the  fact 
that  in  18dd  he  was  engaged  in  the  business  of  making  shoe-heels  in 
a  small  shop  on  Wingate  street,  Haverhill,  Mass.  About  this  time  he 
went  into  the  distilled-water  business.  In  looking  about  for  a  device 
by  whidi  the  distilled  water  could  be  cooled,  without  the  ice  coming 
ia  direct  contact  with  the  water,  he  conceived  the  invention  here  in 
issne.  He  states  that  he  purchased  a  still  in  the  summer  of  1899,  and 
began  sdling  distilled  water  the  same  fall.  He  also  testified  that  he 
moved  his  place  of  business  from  Wingate  street  to  Washington 
street,  Haverhill,  along  about  September  1,  1900.  This  date  is  veri- 
fied by  the  introduction  of  his  ledger  showing  an  account  with  his 
Washington  street  landlord,  in  which  it  appears  that  he  paid  his  first 
month's  rent  in  October,  1900.  No  objection  was  made  to  the  intro- 
duction of  this  ledger  in  evidence. 

A*  number  of  coolers  were  introduced  in  evidence  by  Newell,  Ex- 
hibit No.  1  consisted  of  a  coil  of  pipe  extended  through  the  ice- 
receptacle,  with  a  funnel  at  its  upper  end  to  receive  the  neck  of  the 
inverted  bottle.  Exhibits  2  and  3  contained  different  forms  of  recep- 
tacles for  the  water.  Exhibit  No.  4  contained  a  glass  receptacle. 
Newell  testified  that  he  made  these  four  exhibits  and  used  them  in  his 
shop  on  Wingate  street.  He  afterward  corrected  his,  evidence  as  to 
Exhibit  No.  4,  and  stated  that  it  was  Exhibit  No.  4  ■  that  was  used  on' 
Wingate  street,  and,  from  teference  to  certain  bills  he  found,  that 
Exhibit  No.  4  was  not  made  until  June,  1903.  Newell  is  corroborated 
as  to  the  construction  and  operation  of  these  particular  exhibits  by 
two  witnesses.  All  of  these  witnesses  fix  dates  when  Newell  suc- 
ceesfully  operated  Exhibits  1,  2  and  3,  prior  to  any  date  claimed  by 
either  Rose  or  Clifford.  These  exhibits  embrace  the  invention  in  con- 
troversy, which  is  neither  complicated,  nor  difficult  to  comprehend. 
Without  entering  into  an  extended  consideration  of  the  evidence  of 
the  various  witnesswi,  we  can  see  no  escape  from  the  conclusion 
reached  by  the  Commissioner  of  Patents.    His  logical  and  complete 


460      DECISIONS  OF  UNITED  STATES  COtTRTS  IN  PATENT  CASES. 

analysis  of  the  evidence,  appearing  in  his  published  decision,  we 
adopt  for  the  purposes  of  this  opinion. 

It  is  contended  by  'Rose  and  Clifford  that,  even  though  it  be  coa- 
ceded  that  Newell  reduced  the  invention  to  practice  by  the  construc- 
tion and  successful  operation  of  Exhibits  1,  2  and  3,  prior  to  his  re- 
moval from  Wingate  street,  his  failure  to  make  application  for  a 
patent  until  July  22,  1902,  amounted  to  an  abandonment  Ko  evi- 
dence was  offered  by  either  Rose  or  Clifford  to  establish  either  con- 
cealment or  abandonment  on  the  part  of  Sewell.  A  large  number  of 
exhibits  were  offered  by  Newell  which  showed  that  he  was  engaged 
constantly,  ftom  the  summer  of  1899,  up  to  and  after  the  date  of  his 
application,  in  experimenting  on  and  improving  his  original  inven- 
tion. As  he  states,  he  was  attempting,  prior  to  the  manufacture  of 
Exhibit  No.  4,  in  1903,  which  contained  a  glass  water-receptacle,  to 
6nd  some  kind  of  metal  that  would  withstand  the  effect  of  different 
kinds  of  water.  In  the  experiments,  he  states  that  he  used  distilled 
water,  city  water,  and  spring  water.  He  testified  that  he  loaned  to 
the  Essex  street  engine-house  in  Haverhill,  a  cooler  of  the  style  of 
Exhibit  No.  1,  which,  from  reference  to  his  books,  appears  to  have 
occurred  on  July  1,  1901.  He  testified  that  it  was  used  thereafter 
at  the  engine-house  up  to  the  date  of  taking  his  evidence  in  this  case. 
It  will  be  observed  that  this  cooler  was  loaned  to  the  engine-house 
before  either  Rose  or  Clifford  allege  conception  of  the  invention  in 
question.  Taking,  therefore,  any  date  between  the  fall  of  1899,  or 
the  early  part  of  1900,  when  Newell  testifies  that  he  first  successfully 
operated  Exhibits  1,  2  and  3,  and  July  1,  1901,  when  he  loaned  a 
cooler  to  the  engine-house,  as  a  date  for  the  reduction  of  the  inven- 
tion to  practice,  we  think  neither  concealment  nor  abandonment  can 
be  charged  against  Newell.  He  was  constantly  and  publicly  opera- 
ting the  coolers,  both  at  his  Wingate  and  Washington  street  places. 
It  is  well  settled  that,  after  reduction  to  practice  of  an  invention,  a 
mere  delay  of  the  inventor  in  applying  for  a  patent,  in  the  absence  of 
concealment,  abandonment,  or  suppression,  will  not  prevent  the  in- 
ventor from  getting  a  patent  based  upon  priority  of  invention.  In 
Holfe  V.  Hoffman,  (C.  D.,  1906,  588;  121  O.  G.,  1350;  26  App.  D.  C., 
336,)  .this  Court,  speaking  through  Mr.  Justice  Duell,  said : 

Tbat  Rolfe  was  the  flret  to  conceive  and  disclose  tbe  Invention  to  others  ia 
established  beyond  a  doubt.  His  case  really  turoa  upon  tbe  weight  that  is  to 
be  given  to  bis  three  exhibits  Nob.  1,  2,  and  3.  These  exhibits,  one  and  all, 
contain  tbe  elements  of  eucb  count  of  the  Issue  excepting  the  spring  or  ^rlnga 
which  support  the  beal-certrldRe.  That  these  exhibits  were  made  by  Rolfe  in 
Decemtier,  1901,  and  by  him  shown  to  Wiesinger  and  Schwarze  about  that  time 
Is  sufflclmtly  proved  and  Is  not  Buccessfully  questioned.  It  they  constituted 
a  reduction  to  practice  then  Boife  Is  entitled  to  an  award  of  priority  for  he 
will  then   have  proven    priority  of  conception,  disclosure,  and   reduction   to 
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practice,  and.  In  the  absence  ol  any  clearly-proven  abandonment  bis  right  to 
a  patent  has  not  become  forfeited  either  to  the  public  or  to  his  rival.  It  is 
true  that  two  years  elapsed  between  bis  alleged  leduclion  to  practice  and  the 
flllng  of  his  application  for  patent,  daring  whlcb  Internal  bis  rival  entered  the 
field  and  secured  a  patent.  Such  a  period  of  delay,  standing  by  Itself,  does 
Dot  constitute  an  abandonment  of  his  right  to  a  patent  based  on  priority  of 
invention.  An  inventor  having  reduced  Ills  Invoitlon  to  practice  is  ^itltled 
to  a  period  of  two  years  In  which  to  put  the  same  In  public  use  and  on  sale 
without  a  forfeiture  of  his  right  to  receive  a  patent  based  upon  an  application 
filed  t>efore  the  statutory  bar  has  arisen.  Neither  abandonment  nor  forfeiture 
within  that  period  can  be  presumed  but  must  be  proven.  True,  the  acts  of  an 
Inventor  may  be  such  as  to  amount  to  an  abandonment  or  forfeiture  within 
that  period  but  such  acts  must  be  proven. 

The  facts  in  this  case  were  closely  analogous  to  those  in  the  case  at 
bar,  except  that  no  patent  had  been  issued  to  either  Rose  or  Clifford. 
Here  Newell  exposed  his  invention  to  the  public,  as  shown  not  only 
by  his  own  testimony,  but  by  the  two  witnesses  who  testified  on 
his  behalf  before  the  Examiner  of  Interferences.  We  think,  there- 
fore, that  there  is  not  only  a  failure  to  prove  abandonment,  suppres- 
sion or  concealment,  but  it  is  clearly  established  that,  during  the  stat- 
utory period  of  two  years  prior  to  the  date  of  conception  alleged  by 
cither  Rose  or  Clifford,  Newell's  invention  was  given  to  the  public  and 
put  into  commercial  use  by  being  placed  in  the  Essex  street  enpne- 
house. 

It  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  consider  the  respective  claims  of  Rose 
and  Clifford,  since  this  opinion  relates  to  facts  occurring  before  either 
of  them  claims  to  have  had  any  conception  of  the  invention  in  ques- 
tion. We  are  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  Newell  not  only  conceived 
the  invention  in  question,  but  reduced  it  to  practice  before  the  dates 
of  conception  alleged  by  either  Rose  or  Clifford.  The  priority  of 
Newell  has  been  established,  and  the  decisions  of  the  Commissioner  of 
Patents  are  affirmed.  The  clerk  is  ordered  to  certify  these  proceed- 
ings, as  by  statute  required.    A^rmed. 


[Coart  of  AppMlB  of  the  District  of  Colombia.] 

Lett  &  Co.  v.  Uri,  (N  M.  Uri  &.  Co.  Substptutbd.) 

Decided  Jvne  2, 1908. 

135  O.  G.,  1363 :  31  App.  D.  C,  441, 

1.  Tiade-Uaxkb — False  RirsEBERTATion  on  Labels — Uaskb  Not  Registrable. 

The  use  of  tbe  words  "  Pure  Old  Rye  Whiskey "  In  connection  with  a 

trade-mark  on  labels  placed  on  bottles  containing  whisky  which  is  part  rye 

end  part  bourbon  and  contains  neutral  spirits  and  coloring-matter  Is  such 

false  representation  as  will  disentitle  the  user  of  the  mark  to  register  the 
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2.  Same— PuBPOBB  of  the  Trade-Mabe  Act. 

It  was  the  purpose  of  tbe  Trade-Hark  Act  to  protect  nmnnibetHtera  and 
dealers,  because  in  so  doing  tbe  public  wonld  In  tarn  be  protected.  It  ina 
not  tbe  purpose  of  tbe  act  to  recognise  tbe  rigbt  of  anj  person,  Orm,  or 
corporation  to  deceive  tbe  public  by  the  use  of  a  deceptive  mark. 

Mr,  A.  P.  Oreeley  and  Mr.  Francis  B.  Jamea  for  the  appellaDt. ' 
Mr.  A.  E.  Wallace  for  the  appellee. 

KoBB,  J.: 

This  is  a  trade-mark  interference  case  involving  the  word  "  Brook- 
wood  "  as  a  trade-mark  for  whisky. 

It  is  established  that  appellee's  predecessor  was  the  first  to  adopt 
and  use  the  mark,  and  that  the  mark  has  been  continuously  used  since 
its  original  adoption.  It  is  contended,  however,  that  owing  to  mate- 
rial misrepresentations  printed  on  the  labels  containing  this  mark, 
appellee  is  not  entitled  to  its  registratitm.  A  label  containing  the 
words: 

«PUKE  OLD 
D 
O 
•    O 
W 
K 
O 
O 
R 
B 
RYE  WHISKEY" 

was  placed  on  bottled  goods  by  appellee,  and  a  label  containing  the 
words : 

DistiUed 


"  BROOKWOOD 

PUKE 

OLD  RYE 

WHISKEY, 


from 

Selected  Grain 

And  Is 

Absolutely 

Pure," 


was  furnished  dealers  to  whom  sales  in  bulk  were  made  for  use  in 
bottling  "  Brookwood  "  whisky.  The  evidence  shows  that  these  labels 
were  extensively  used  from  about  1893,  soon  after  the  adoption  of 
the  word  "  Brookwood  "  as  a  trade-mark,  down  to  the  time  irtieii  the 
so-called  pure  food  law  went  into  operation,  when  the  words  "A 
Blended  "  were  added.  It  clearly  appears  that  the  whisky  sold  as 
"  Pure  Old  Brookwood  Rye  Whiskey  "  and  "  Brookwood  Pure  Old 
Rye  Whiskey  "  contained  a  certain  proportion  of  Penns^vaoia  rye 
whisky,  a  certain  proportion  of  Kaituclor  rye  whisky,  three  different 
brands  of  Kentucky  bourbon,  a  certain  proportion  of  neutral  spirits, 
some  prune- juice,  bead-oil,  and  caramel.    It  also  clearly  appears  that 
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the  statement  "  Distilled  from  Selected  Grain  "  was  made  without 
regird  to  its  accuracy. 

It  is  established  by  a  long  line  of  authoritiee  that  in  an  equitable 
proceeding  to  restrain  the  fraudulent  use  of  a  trade-mark,  the  one  seek- 
ing such  relief  must  himself  be  guiltless  of  any  false  representations 
in  the  mark  and  in  advertising  the  article  covered  by  the  mark,  and 
that,  if  he  has  made  such  false  representations,  the  right  to  the  ex- 
clusive use  of  the  mark  cannot  be  maintained.  In  Warden  v.  CaUf. 
Fig  Syrup  Co.,  (187  U.  S.,  528,)  Mr.  Justice  Shiras,  speaking  for 
the  Court,  said : 

Wben  tbe  owner  of  a  trade-mark  applies  for  an  Injunction  to  restrain  the 
defendant  from  Injnrlt^  bis  property  by  making  folse  representation b  to  tbe 
public  It  Is  eeeoitlal  that  tbe  plaintiff  shonld  not  In  bis  trade-mark,  or  In  his 
adTertlsements  and  business,  be  himself  guilty  of  any  false  or  mlsteadlDg 
repmentatlon  ;  that  if  tbe  plaintiff  makes  any  material  false  statement  in  con- 
nection with  tbe  property  which  he  seeks  to  protect,  lie  loses  his  right  to  claim 
the  assistance  of  a  court  of  equity ;  that  wbere  any  symbol  or  label  claimed  as 
a  trade-mark  is  so  constracted  or  worded  aa  to  claim  or  contain  a  distinct 
assertion  wblch  is  false,  no  pmperty'cnn  be  claimed  on  It,  or,  In  other  words; 
tbe  rlt^t  to  tbe  exclnslve  tise  of  it  cannot  be  maintained. 

To  the  same  effect  are;  Manhattan  Med.  Co.  v.  Wood,  (C.  D., 
1888,  2«8;  28  O.  G.,  1925;  108  0.  S.,  218;)  Hohapfel  v.  Rachtjen^ 
(C.  D.,  1901,  600;  97  O.  G.,  958;  183  U.  S.,  1;)  Ointer  v.  Kinney, 
(C.  D.,  1882,  385;  22  O.  G.,  770;  12  Fed.,  782;)  Eravaa  v.  Peebles,  (59 
Fed.,  585;)  HUson  v.  Foote,  (80  Fed.,  896;)  Uri  v.  Hirach,  (123  Fed., 
668;)  Memphis  Keeley  Institute  v.  Keeley,  {155  Fed.,  964;)  Prince 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Prince  M.  Paint  Co.,  (135  N.  Y.,  24;)  Joaeph  v.  Ma- 
ct/mky,  (96  Calif.,  618;)  Palmer  v.  Sanis,  (60  Pa.  St.,  156;)  Laird 
V.  Wilder,  (72  Ky.  (Bush),  131 ;)  Solace  Cigar  Co.  v.  Poso,  {16  Colo., 
388;)  ffstcort  v.  Esteort,  (Law  Rep.,  10  Ch.  App.,  276.) 

Under  the  rule  announced  in  these  cases  it  is  clear  that  appellee 
vroold  not  be  entitled  to  invoke  the  assistance  of  a  court  of  equlty.in 
attonpting  to  maintain  the  exclusive  use  of  this  trade-mark.  In 
other  words,  a  court  of  equity  in  the  circumstances  of  the  case  would 
recognize  no  property  right  in  the  mark.  For  many  years  the  public 
has  been  led  to  believe  that  the  whisky  sold  under  this  mark  was  a 
pure  old  rye  whisky  when  in  truth  and  in  fact  it  was  very  far  from 
being  such  a  whisky. 

It  may  be,  as  contended  by  counsel  for  appellee,  that  a  similar 
mixture,  containing  more  than  fifty  per  cent,  of  real  rye  whisky,  is 
rye  whisky  for  the  purpose  of  internal-revenue  assessment;  but  the 
acceptance  of  such  a  mixture  as  pure  old  rye  whisky  or  pure  rye 
whisky  would  impose  altogether  too  great  a  tax  upon  ocrr  credulity. 

The  Century  Dictionary  tells  us  that  a  thing  is  pure  when  it  is — 
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It  is  well  known  that  a  pure  rye  whisky  is  exactly  what  the  term 
imports — a  whisky  made  solely  from  malted  rye.  Such  a  whisky 
has  all  the  congeneric  properties  of  the  grain  from  which  it  derives 
its  name,  and  in  the  mind  of  the  consumer  is  associated  with  that 
particular  grain  and  no  other.  When  we  speak  of  Scotch  whisky 
we  do  not  mean  whisky  made  frcm  corn  but  from  malted  barley.  So, 
too,  it  is  well  understood  that  Bourbon  whisky  is  a  Kentucky  prod- 
uct made  principally  out  of  com  with  sufficient  rye  and  barley  malt 
added  to  distinguish  it  from  straight  corn  whisky.  Each  kind  of 
whisky  mentioned  has  its  own  peculiar  flavor  and  character  and  is 
sought  after  as  a  beverage  because  of  that  flavor  and  character. 
Neutral  spirits,  on  the  contrary,  as  the  term  suggests,  is  a  colorless 
liquid,  has  neither  flavor  nor  character,  and  is  not  a  beverage  at  all. 
It  may  be  produced  from  any  fermented  substance,  such  as  com, 
potatoes,  and  sugar-beets.  Formerly  it  was  used  exclusively  in  the 
arts,  but  with  the  advent  of  cheaper  methods  of  production  it  has 
been  palmed  off  on  the  public  as  a  beverage  by  mixing  it  with  some- 
thing to  give  it  flavor  and  character.  Since  it  costs  far  less  to  pro- 
duce than  rye  whisky  it  is  apparent  that  its  use  by  the  distiller  in- 
creases his  profits  in  proportion  as  the  public  is  deceived. 

Appellee  admits  the  use  of  neutral  spirits  in  the  mixture  sold  as 
"  Pure  Old  Rye  Whiskey,"  but  does  not  state  the  proportion  used. 
In  view  of  this  admission,  however,  it  is  safe  to  assume  tliat  a  sub- 
stantial proportion  was  used.  We  do  not  think  a  mixture  of  spirits 
and  rye  whisky  a  pure  rye  whisky,  and  we  do  not  believe  the  public 
would  so  regard  it.  As  before  stated,  neutral  spirits  is  not  a  beverage, 
has  none  of  the  distinguishing  characteristics  of  rye  whisky,  and  is, 
therefore,  "  matter  of  another  kind."  We  think  it  very  clear  that  to 
advertise  and  sell  a  mixture  containing  rye  and  Bourbon  whiskies  and 
neutral  spirits,  whether  containing  flavoring  and  coloring  matter  or 
not,  as  a  pure  rye  whisky  is  grossly  to  deceive  the  public.  It  follows 
that  sitting  as  a  court  of  equity  we  would  not  recognize  any  property 
right  in  this  mark. 

The  question  for  determination,  therefore,  is  whether  the  Patent 
Office  should  recognize  a  property  right  in  the  mark  and  accord  it 
registration  when  tlie  courts  upon  the  same  facts  would  decline  to 
protect  the  mark  when  registered.  The  act,  under  which  registration 
is  sought,  requires  a  verified  declaration  by  the  applicant  that  to  the 
best  of  his  belief  no  one  else  has  the  right  to  use  the  mark.  The  act 
also  provides  that  the  registration  of  the  mark  shall  be  prima  facie 
evidence  of  ownership.  It  further  provides  that  no  action  shall  be 
maintained  under  the  provisions  of  the  act — 

In  an;  case  when  tti#  trade-mark     *     •    •    bne  been  used  wttb  a  deslsn  of  de- 
ceiving ttae  public  in  tlie  purcbase  of  mercliandise.  OoOqIc 
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Id  this  case  the  record  conclusively  shows  that  the  applicant,  Uri  & 
Co.,  was  not  entitled  to  the  exclusive  use  of  the  m&fk  because  of  the 
misleading  and  deceptive  statements  contained  on  their  labels.  It  was 
the  purpose  of  the  act  to  protect  honest  manufacturers  and  dealers  be- 
cause in  so  doing  the  public  would  in  turn  be  protected.  It  was  not 
the  purpose  of  the  act  to  recognize  the  right  of  any  person,  firm,  or 
corporation,  to  deceive  the  public  by  the  use  of  a  deceptive  mark.  In 
other  words,  the  Government  will  not  become  a  party  to  a  fraud. 
(Sckmter  Co.  v.  MvUer,  C.  D.,  1907,  455;  126  O.  G.,  2192;  28  App. 
D.  C,  414.) 

It  is  our  conclusion  that  because  of  the  misleading  statements  on 
the  labels  containing  tjie  mark,  appellee  can  claim  no  property  right 
therein,  and  is  not  entitled  to  claim  the  benefits  of  the  Trade-Mark 
Act. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  ia  reversed,  and  the 
clerk  of  the  court  will  certify  this  opinion  and  the  proceedings  in  this 
court  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  in  accordance  with  law. 
Reversed. 


[Conrt  at  Appeal!  of  tbe  Dlitrlct  of  Columbia.] 

In  Re  Sheij>on. 

Decided  April  7,  ISOS. 

136  O.  O.,  1686;   31  App.  D.  C,  201. 

1.  PATEHTABnjTT COKHECTINO    PABTS    BY    CABTINO. 

Where  a  claim  covers  a  lathe  structure  Qomprlslng  a  pair  of  nprights  and 
a  bed  consIstlDK  at  two  sectlona  of  ahnrtlDg  arranged  one  above  the  other. 
Bald  sections  having  their  aids  cast  or  embedded  In  tbe  aprlghts,  Ueli  tbat 
there  Is  nothing  patentable  In  the  Idea  of  auting  tbe  ends  of  tbe  crosB-bars 
Into  the  nprtghte. 

2.  Same— AtiTiciPATiOH— Nom-Analooous  Aits. 

A  lathe  having  a  bed  conslatlng  of  two  horizontal  bars  arranged  one 
above  the  other  Is  not  anticipated  bj  a  drill-frame  having  two  vertlcallr- 
arranged  bars,  the  two  devices  having  different  functions  and  belonging  to 
remote  arts. 

Mr.  A.  Miller  Belfield,  Mr.  L.  S.  Bacon,  and  Mr.  J.  U.  Milam  for 
the  appellant 

Mr.  W.  S.  Ruchman  for  the  Commissioner. 

RoBB,  J,  : 

This  case  brings  into  review  tbe  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of 
Patents  refusing  to  allow  three  claims  for  patent  on  certain  alleged 
improvements  in  turning-lathes,  the  ground  for  the  decision  being 
that  in  view  of  the  prior  art  the  claims  do  not  involve  patentable 
novelty.     The  claims  are  as  follows: 

1.  A  lathe  comprtHlng  a  pair  of  uprlghtB  nnd  a  bed  conslHling  of  a  rouple  of 
metallic  bars  or  rods  arranged  one  above  the  other,  said  sections  having  tbelr 
ends  embedded  In  the  uprights,  Bubstantiallj  as  described. 
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2.  A  lathe  comprlaing  a  pair  of  nprlgtits  and  a  bed  condstlng  of  a  coaple  of 
sections  of  shafting  arranged  one  above  (he  other,  aald  aectlonB  having  thelr 
ends  caat  Into  said  uprights,  BubstantiaUy  as  described. 

6.  A  latbe  comprlsliiK  a  pair  of  uprights  and  a  pair  of  bars  or  rods  ar- 
ranged (me  above  the  ptber  and  secured  at  their  eade  to  said  uprights,  substan- 
tially as  described. 

The  references,  upon  which  the  Commissioner  rejected  the  above 
claims,  are:  Post,  December  18,  1877,  No.  198,211;  British  patent  to 
Tnieman,  No.  22,014,  December  16,  1891. 

In  the  old  construction  the  bars  forming  the  ways  for  the  tool- 
carriage  and  foot-stock  are  arranged  in  a  horizontal  plane,  and  the 
clamping-screws,  which  hold  the  carriage  and  foot-stock,  pass  down 
through  the  opening  between  the  bars. 

In  the  construction  described  in  the  claims  of  the  issue  the  bed  con- 
sists of  two  iipri^ts  and  two  bars  or  rods  connecting  said  uprights 
and  arranged  horizontally  and  one  above  the  other  instead  of  in  a 
horizontal  plane,  and  taking  the  place  of  the  shears  or  ways  in  the 
ordinary  lathe. 

The  Commissioner  has  allowed  uDpellant  two  claims  covering  the 
specific  structure  of  his  carriage,  bu*has  denied  him  the  claims  which 
give  utility  and  value  to  that  structure.  Let  us  consider  the  reference 
which  impelled  the  Commissioner  to  such  a  conclusion.  The  British 
patent  to  Trueman,  which  we  will  first  consider,  covers  a  drill  the 
function  of  which  is  far  different  from  that  of  a  lathe  and  in  the  de- 
velopment of  which  different  considerations  necessarily  would  be  in- 
volved. While  it  is  true  that  there  are  parts  of  the  two  devices  which 
are  similar,  it  is  equally  true  that  the  purposes  and  uses  of  those 
parts  are  essentially  different.  The  lathe  operates  in  a  horizontal,  the 
drill  in  a  vertical  plane.  In  a  lathe  absolutely  accurate  alinement  is 
essential  since  the  material  operated  upon  rotates  laterally  against 
the  cutting-tool,  which  is  held  by  the  operator  and  supported  by  the 
rest  or  carriage.  To  insure  this  accuracy  of  alinement,  strength  and 
ri^dity  of  the  parts  are  necessary.  In  a  drill  there  is  very  little  tend- 
ency towards  lateral  vibration,  consequently  there  is  no  necessity  to 
prevent  it  by  a  specially-adapted  structure.  In  the  British  patent 
we  find  two  vertical  bars  arranged  one  behind  the  other  and  support- 
ing and  separating  the  drill  and  work-table,  but  anchored  only  at  the 
bottom  ends.  It  is  apparent  that  many  and  radical  changes  would 
be  necessary  to  transform  this  drill  into  the  lathe  of  the  issue,  and  it 
is  a  fact  that  ten  years  elapsed  between  the  granting  of  the  patent  to 
Trueman  and  the  production  of  applicant's  device.  In  view  of  the 
remoteness  of  the  arts  and  the  fundamental  differences  in  the  struc- 
tures of  the  two  devices,  we  think  it  would  violate  the  spirit  of  the 
patent  laws  to  rule  that  the  two  vertically-arranged  bars  in  the  True- 
man  drill  anticipated  the  horizontally-placed  bars  of  the  lathe  of  the 
issue,  the  function  of  each  being  different. 


PECISIONS  OF  UNITEP  STATES  C0UBT8  IM  PATENT  CASES.       467 

The  Post  patent,  issued  more  than  thirty  years  ago,  is  cited  as  an 
example  of  the  ordinary  turning-lathe.  Post's  device  contains  a 
heavy  metallic  base  or  bed  having  a  slot  cut  longitudinally  there- 
through to  fmm  the  vays  or  shears  through  which  the  projection  of 
the  head  and  tail  blocks  and  rest  pass  and  move  back  and  forth. 
There  is  a  tube  above  the  bed,  but  its  function  is  to  guide  the  head 
and  tail  blocks  and  rest  and  not  to  form  any  part  of  the  ways  or 
shears.  In  appellant's  device  he  has  entirely  dispensed  with  this 
guide-bar  by  so  constructing  his  shears  or  ways  that  they  perform 
all  the  functions  of  both  the  bed  and  guide-bar  of  the  old  construc- 
tion. He  has  produced  a  much  simpler,  and  a  much  lighter  device. 
It  is  not  contended  by  eitlier  of  the  three  tribunals  of  the  Patent 
Office  that  his  lathe  is  not  an  improvement  over  the  wider,  heavier 
and  necessarily  more  expensive  lathe  of  the  prior  art;  neither  is  it 
contended  that. the  idea  which  it  embodies  was  ever  before  given 
form.  It  is  much  easier  to  follow  than  to  lead,  and  it  is  easier  to 
accept  a  result  than  bring  it  about. 

We  think  appellant's  lathe  mai-ks  an  advance  in  the  art,  that  its 
construction  involved  invention,  and  that  it  should  be  protected  by 
patent  by  the  allowance  of  his  first  claim.  We  agree  with  the  Com- 
missioner that  there  is  nothing  patentable  in  the  idea  of  coating  the 
ends  of  the  cross-bars  into  the  uprights,  and  we  also  find  that  claim 
No.  5  is  too  broad. 

'^A«  dedaion  of  the  Commiauimer  is  affrmed  as  to  claims  No».  ^ 
and  5,  and  reversed  as  to  claim  No.  1. 

The  eWk  «f  the  court  will  certify  this  opinion  and  the  proceedings 
in  this  eoort  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  according  to  law. 


[Court  ot  Appeals  of  tbe  District  ot  Columbia.] 

LoTZ  V,  Kenny. 

Decided  April  7,  1908. 

130  O.  G..  1801;  31  App.  D.  C  206. 

1.  InTEKFEBENCB — DlVIBIOHAL   APPLICATION — EUTITLED   TO   DATS  OF   OBIGIMAL   AS 

COHSTKlTCnVE  RCSTTCTION   TO   PRACTICE. 

A  dlvlBlonal  application  dates  back  to  the  original  one  and  aecura  to  tbe 
applicant  tbe  benefit  of  a  constructWe  reduction  to  practice,  whether  the 
claims  of  the  divisional  application  were  In  the  original  who)  filed  or  not 

2.  SiAiu — DEI.AY  in  CLAiMino  Ihventioh. 

Applicant  does  not  lose  his  right  to  claim  an  Invention  disclosed  In  bis 
application  by  the  fact  tbat  be  makes  no  specific  claim  thereto  imtll  after 
another  partf  files  his  application  for  the  same  fnTentton. 

Mr.  S.  T.  Cameron,  Mr.  Reeve  Lewis,  Mr.  0.  A.  L.  Maasie,  and  Mr. 
John  B.  MiUer  for  the  appellant. 

Mr.  Vernon  M.  Dorsey  and  Mr.  Thos.  Ewing,  Jr.,  for  the  appellet- . 
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Shepabd,  C.  J,: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Commisaoner  of  Pat- 
ents awarding  priority  of  invention  of  a  means  for  observing  dust- 
laden  currents,  to  David  T.  Kenny  in  an  interference  proceeding  with 
Augustus  Lotz. 

The  issue  is  contained  in  the  four  following  counts; 

1.  In  combination  with  B  passage  for  a  cnrreat  of  du8t-lad«i  air,  meaas  Id 
said  passage  for  Intercepting  the  current,  such  means  Including  a  trausparent 
chamber.  In  which  the  action  of  the  intercepted  currrat  can  tie  observed. 

2.  In  comblnatloQ  with  a  passage  for  a  current  of  dust'laden  air,  meana  con- 
nected la  Bald  passage  for  changing  the  direction  of  the  current,  such  means 
Including  a  transparent  receptacle.  In  which  the  action  of  the  current  In  Its 
changed  direction  can  be  observed. 

3.  In  combination  with  a  passage  for  a  current  of  dust-laden  air,  means  In 
eald  passage  for  Intercepting  the  current  and  compelling  It  to  change  its  direc- 
tion, and  a  transparent  chamber  Into  which  the  Intercepted  current  la  admitted 
and  from  which  it  Is  discharged. 

4.  In  combination  with  a  passage  tor  a  current  of  dust-laden  air,  a  trans- 
parent chamber  projecting  at  an  angle  to  the  goieral  direction,  of  said  passage, 
and  means  for  compelling  the  current  to  alter  said  chamber  and  to  leave  eald 
chamber  and  return  to  said  passage. 

The  original  application  of  Kenny  was  filed  November  29,  1901, 
and  the  application  in  the  interference  was  filed  as  a  divisional  one 
June  1, 1905.  Lotz  filed  June  3,  1904,  and  a  patent  was  issued  to  him 
thereon,  September  6,  1904,  No.  769,618. 

Lotz,  in  his  preliminary  statement,  alleged  conception  on  or  about 
August  1,  1892,  drawings  made  on  or  about  February  1,  1893,  dis- 
closure to  others  on  or  about  May  1, 1895,  reduction  to  practice  about 
July  I,  1900.  Kenny's  preliminary  statement  is  not  produced  in  the 
record,  for  the  reason,  doubtless,  that  he  took  no  testimony  and  rested 
his  case  on  the  date  of  conception  and  reduction  to  practice,  claimed 
as  obtained  by  the  filing  of  liis  original  application. 

Testimony  on  behalf  of  Lotz  tended  to  show  the  construction  and 
use  of  a  device  about  July,  1901,  which  it  is  claimed,  embodied  the 
invention  of  the  issue.  It  is  also  contended  on  behalf  of  Lotz  that 
Kenny  was  not  entitled  to  amend  his  original  declaration,  and  by 
means  of  his  second  application  carry  back  his  date  of  conception 
and  constructive  reduction  to  practice  to  the  date  of  the  original 
application.  The  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office,  in  succession,  awarded 
priority  to  Kenny. 

We  will  consider  the  questions  presented,  beginning  with  the  second 
one. 

A  part  only  of  the  specifications  and  drawings  of  Kenny's  original 
application  is  contained  in  the  record.  It  does  not  appear  what  his 
claims  were,  but  we  understand  that  the  application  covered  an  entire 
apparatus  for  removing  dust  by  suction  from  the  floors  of  rooms,  etc., 
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with  claims  therefor.  The  specification  recites  that  "the  invention 
consists  of  certain  features  of  constnictipn  and  combination  of  parts 
to  be  hereinafter  described  and  then  particularly  claimed,"  There- 
after follows  a  description  referring  to  his  drawings  in  detail  which 
concludes  thus: 

In  Figure  4,  tbe  brancti  pipe  50  wblch  leads  to  the  hand  Implement  or  corre- 
sponding part  Is  conoected  wltb  a  bead  61  by  a  tnbe  52  which  baa  a  sliding 
connection  with  the  bead  51  into  which  It  Is  Inserted.  The  Inner  end  of  the  tube 
52  is  Inserted  Into  a  tabular  glass  53  closed  at  one  end  and  at  tbe  other  end 
coupled  to  tl»e  head  51  so  that  It  may  tte  used  for  the  purpose  of  demonstration, 
tn  observing  the  quantity  of  dust  sucked  through  the  tube  52, 

The  drawing  accompanying  the  application  shows  this  means  for 
observing  the  dust-laden  air-current,  in  its  passage  from  the  hand 
implement  or  sweeper  to  the  receiving  device  or  chamber  where  the 
dust  is  deposited.  The  record  does  not  show  the  different  actions  in 
the  Patent  Office  on  this  application,  but  no  doubt  there  were  objec- 
tions and  suggestions  made  from  time  to  time.  It  appears,  however, 
that  after  the  issue  of  the  patent  to  Lotz,  the  applicant  amended  by 
inserting  the  claims  of  th<j  issue,  which  were  copied  from  the  patent. 
On  July  15, 1905,  the  Examiner  reported  that  the  claims  are  for  sep- 
arate and  distinct  inventions,  and  notified  the  applicant  that  as  the 
claims  for  carpet-cleaners  have  had  consideration  the  applicant  is 
required  to  restrict  his  claims  by  the  cancelation  of  the  claims  afore- 
said. 

In  the  meantime,  on  June  1,  1905,  the  application  of  the  interfer- 
ence was  filed.    In  this  he  says: 

In  my  prior  application,  filed  Noveniber  29,  1001,  serially  numbered  84,068,  I 
bave  shown  an  apparatus  for  tise  in  such  a  system,  and  in  the  said  application 
have  shown  In  connection  therewith  an  observation-chamber  having  transparent 
walls,  through  which  the  dust-laden  air  was  caused  to  pass  on  its  way  from  tbe 
hand  tool  to  the  pump  by  which  the  vacuum  was  produced,  whereby  the  amount 
of  dust  carried  by  the  air  can  be  ascertained,  and  In  this  application,  ^bich  is 
flled  as  a  division  and  as  a  continuation  of  tbe  said  prior  application,  I  claim 
the  means  therein  shown  for  so  observing  the  character  of  the  air-current 

After  referring  to  the  drawings  and  describing  them  he  made  five 
claims,  four  of  which  are  identical  with  those  of  the  issue. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  the  invention  of  the  issue  was  disclosed  in  the 
prior  applications,  though  no  specific  claims  therefor  were  made  until 
after  the  issue  of  the  patent  to  Lotz.  The  claims  could  have  been 
inserted  therein  by  amendment,  but  for  the  rule  of  the  Patent  OflSce 
which  does  not  permit  a  patent  to  issue  for  two  separate  inventions. 
Under  such  conditions,  nothing  remained  but  to  file  a  new  and 
divisional  application,  or  to  abandon  this  part  of  the  invention. 

The  first  contention  on  behalf  of  the  appellant  is  that,  as  section 
4888  Revised  Statutes  requires  that  the  application  shall  not  only 
contain  a  full  description  of  the  invention  but  also  contain  claims  for 
I.  Doc  1349,  eo-2 31 
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the  same,  it  is  not  permissible  to  amend  by  setting  up  a  new  claim 
to  the  invention  or  a  part  thereof  not  before  claimed.  The  unsound- 
ness of  this  proposition  in  a  case  where  the  subject-matter  is  con- 
tained in  the  application  though  not  followed  by  a  specific  claim 
therefor,  has  been  pointed  out  in  the  recent  case  of  PhUUpa  v.  Sen- 
aenichy  ante,  14;  134  O.  G.,  1806. 

Where  the  conditions  of  the  original  application  require  diviEdon 
instead  of  its  amendment  merely,  to  secure  a  patent  embracing  the 
additional  claims,  the  rule  is  necessarily  the  same,  as  held  in  the  case 
last  cited;  and  the  new  application  dates  back  to  the  original  one, 
securing  to  the  applicant  the  benefit  of  a  constructive  reduction  to 
practice  as  of  that  date.  {Duryea  v.  Rice,  C.  D.,  1907,  443 ;  126  O.  G., 
1357;  28  App.  D.  C,  423, 435.) 

It  is  further  contended  that  by  Kenny's  failure  to  make  the  specific 
claim  of  the  invention  of  the  issue  under  his  original  application,  or 
by  division,  until  after  Lotz  entered  the  Office  with  an  application 
therefor,  he  must  be  regarded,  as  to  Lotz  at  least,  as  having  lost  his 
right  now  to  make  the  claim.  The  following  decisions  are  relied  on 
to  support  this  contention:  {Miller  v.  Brass  Co.,  C.  D.,  1882,  49;  21 
O.  G.,  201;  104  U.  S.,  352;  RaUroad  Co.  v.  Saylea,  C.  D.,  1879,  349; 
15  O.  G.,  243;  97  U.  S.,  554;  Beckman  v.  Wood,  C.  D.,  1899,  453;  89 
0.  G.,  2459 ;  15  App.  D.  C,  484.)  MUkr  v.  Brois  Co.  was  a  case  of  a 
reissued  patent,  and  it  was  there  held  that  when  a  specific  device  or 
combination  only  is  claimed,  and  a  patent  issued  therefor,  any  other 
device  or  combination  disclosed  but  not  claimed  is  regarded  as  aban- 
doned to  the  public,  unless  at  least,  with  due  diligence  the  patentee 
applies  for  reissue,  and  shows  clearly  that  bis  omission  to  make  the 
claim  was  the  result  of  inadvertence,  accident,  or  mistake.  The  pres- 
ent is  not  a  case  of  that  kind,  nor  does  it  come  within  the  rule  gov- 
erning the  other  two  cases.  In  both  there  were,  after  long  delay, 
material  alterations  of  the  specifications  so  as  to  cover  the  invention 
then  claimed.  In  Bechman  v.  Wood,  (C.  D.,  1899,  453;  89  O.  G., 
2459;  15  App.  D.  C.,  484,  491,)  the  original  specifications  did  not 
disclose  the  broad  claim  of  the  issue,  and  it  was  not  made  for  nearly 
three  years  after  filing,  and  after  Bechman  had  entered  the  Office 
making  a  claim  for  another  specific  form  of  the  generic  invention ; 
and  it  was  said,  on  the  anthority  of  Railway  Co.  v.  SayUs  (C.  D., 
1879, 349;  16  O.  G.,  243 ;  97  U.  S.,  554 :) 

But  It  was  Dot  comi>etent  for  Wood  so  to  alter  bis  epeclflcattoas  as  to  Inter- 
fere wltb  other  Inveatlons  made  prior  to  tbe  alteration. 

Where,  as  in  this  case,  the  invention  was  shown  in  the  original  ap- 
plication, and  the  making  of  the  claim  involved  no  material  alteration 
of  the  specifications,  the  rule  in  Bechman  v.  Wood  does  not  apply. 
{McBerty  v.  Cook,  C.  D.,  1900,  248;  90  O.  G.,  2295;  16  App.  D.  C, 
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188,  138;  Luger  v.  Browning,  C.  D.,  1803,  593;  IM  O.  G.,  1123;  21 
App.  D.  C,  201,  205.)    In  that  case  it  was  said : 

It  iH  soaght,  alBO,  to  brlog  this  case  within  the  mllng  of  Bechman  t.  Wood 
(Q  D.,  1899.  453;  89  O.  C  2469;  10  App.  D.  C,  484)  and  Cnicago  A  S.  W.  Bv. 
Co.  V.  Swle»  (a  D.,  1870,  349;  15  O.  O..  243;  97  U.  8..  654,)  which  latter  waa 
the  decision  that  determined  the  ruling  in  Bechman  t.  Wood.  The  contention  of 
the  appellant  In  this  regard.  If  aaertalned,  wonid  apply  to  all  cases  in  the  Pateit 
Office  wherein  the  claim  of  one  application  Is  suggested  to  another  applicant  for 
the  pui^Kiae  of  an  Interference  thereupon  to  be  declared.  But  the  case  of  Bech- 
man V,  Wood,  as  explained  In  the  caae  of  McBertu  v.  CooJt,  was  not  Intended  to 
have  any  soch  application.  The  distinction  Is  well  pointed  out  by  the  Board 
of  Ezamlners-fn-Ctilef  hi  their  opinion  filed  In  this  case.  It  Is  that,  when  new 
matter  Is  Introduced  Into  an  application,  it  Ohmiot  be  allowed  to  dominate  pre- 
vious claims  of  another  applicant;  but  that  when  matter  bas  been  previously 
disclosed,  although  not  formally  claimed.  It  is  proper  to  be  Included  In  a  sub- 
rnqnent  formal  claim,  and  may  take  precedence  of  previous  claims  advanced  by 
another  applicant.  (See  also,  Furman  v.  Dean,  C.  D.,  1905,  582;  114  O.  O., 
1652:  24  App.  D.  C,  277,  281.) 

This  brings  us  to  the  consideration  of  the  other  question,  namely, 
whether  the  invention  of  the  issue  was  conceived  and  reduced  to  prac- 
tice by  Lotz  before  Kenny's  original  application  was  filed.  If  it  waa 
he  is  entitled  to  the  award  of  priority.  The  device  of  the  issue  as 
described  in  the  specifications  and  illustrated  by  the  drawings  cousiBts 
of  a  comparatively  small  glass  tube  connected  with  the  pipe  bearing 
the  dust-laden  current,  at  a  point  between  the  hand  implement  used 
on  the  carpet  and  the  chamber  for  receiving  the  deposit  of  the  dust, 
in  such  manner  as  to  intercept  and  partially  arrest  the  dust-laden 
current  and  enable  one  to  readily  observe  when  the  dust  ceases  to  pass 
from  the  sweeper.  This  is  the  transparent  chamber  or  receptacle 
of  the  issue,  in  which  no  dust  is,  or  is  intended  to  be  deposited.  This 
is  clearly  shown  in  Lotz's  description  where  it  is  said : 

I  discovered  that  If  means  be  employed  In  the  tube,  pipe  or  hose  for  tem- 
porarily diverting  the  air-current,  the  dust  In  the  air  will  become  visible 
through  a  suitable  glass  and  this  without  In  any  way  affecting  the  main 
operation.  •  •  •  The  diverted  current  expands  Into  the  glass  chamber  In 
a  coodltloD  of  disturbance,  the  effect  of  which  Is  clearly  vlslblo  In  the  eddying 
and  wblrling  of  dust,  tending  to  precipitate,  but  unable  to  do  so  on  account  of 
the  alr-pressnre  from  behind  and  the  suctloo  ahead. 

It  is  apparent,  also,  that  the  purpose  of  the  observation-chamber 
would  not  be  accomplished  if  the  dust  was  permitted  to  settle  in  it.- 

The  testimony  of  Lotz  tended  to  show  the  construction  of  a  box 
in  July,  1901,  which  is  claimed  as  embodying  the  invention  of  the 
issue.  The  tribunals  of  the  Office  found  that  this  box  was  not  used 
until  about  February,  1902,  and  two  held  that  even  if  it  embodied  the 
issue,  Lotz  had  not  used  due  diligence  prior  to  the  entry  of  Kenny 
in  the  field.  All  concurred  in  holding  that  it  failed  to  show  concep- 
tion of  the  invention  of  the  issue.    It  was  a  large  wooden  box  made 
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in  three  compartments  as  indicated  in  the  sketch  by  which  it  was 
constructed.  The  top  was  removable  and  a  piece  of  glass  was  in- 
serted in  one  side  of  each  compartment.  The  suction-pipe  discharges 
into  compartment  one  and  is  then  continued  into  and  through  com- 
partments two  and  three.  Iiotz  has  a  patent  issued  March  11,  1902, 
on  an  application  filed  December  4, 1900,  for  an  apparatus  for  clean- 
ing carpets,  in  which  a  similar  construction  is  shown  as  a  receiving- 
chamber  for  dust.  It  is  therein  stated  that  the  heavier  particles  of 
the  discharged  material  are  deposited  in  the  first  compartment,  the 
lifter  being  carried  into  the  second,  where  the  heavier  particles 
remaining  will  be  deposited.  The  remaining  particles  are  carried 
into  the  third  compartment  which  is  partly  filled  with  water  in 
which  the  end  of  the  discharging-pipe  is  submerged,  and  in  conse- 
quence of  which  all  foreign  matter  is  collected  in  the  water.  The 
pipe  proceeds  from  compartment  three  to  the  suction-pump.  There 
was  no  glass  in  the  side  of  this  box,  which  like  that  in  the  sketch  is 
square  and  with  a  sectional  area  much  greater  than  the  pipe.  Lotz 
testified  that  the  purpose  of  the  glass  inserted  in  this  second  box  was 
to  enable  the  action  of  the  current  to  be  observed.  He  said  that  the 
great  diflference  in  the  cross-sectional  area  of  the  box  and  the  pipe — 
reduced  the  velocity  of  the  air  to  such  an  extent  that  it  not  00)7  made  tbe  dust 
visible,  but  precipitated  the  heavier  particles  which  lodged  In  the  bottom  of  the 
box  to  tbe  extent  uatll  the  air  agitated  It  and  carried  It  farther. 

One  of  his  witnesses,  Herbst,  who  saw  the  operation  in  February, 
1902,  said  that: 

It  was  perfectly  satisfactory,  as  far  as  I  know.  It  showed  plainly  that  It 
worked  all  right.    /(  shoiced  hoto  the  dust  came  out  and  gathered  in  the  box. 

Another  said  it  showed  the  dust  going  into  the  box.  There  was 
nothing  tending  to  show  that  there  was  any  other  dust-collector  than 
this  box.    As  described  by  Herbst : 

Tbe  model  consisted  of  a  sweeper  connected  with  the  hose  to  an  air-pump, 
and  tbe  box  beiag  between  tbe  sweeper  and  the  air-pump  to  demonstrate  the 
amoimt  of  dust  being  removed  from  tbe  carpet. 

We  agree  with  the  tribunals  of  the  Office  that  this  device  is  not  an 
embodiment  of  the  issue.  A  dust-collector  between  the  sweeper  and 
the  pump  is  an  essential  part  of  the  carpet-cleaning  apparatus.  This 
c<Hnpartment-box  seems  to  be  nothing  more  than  the  dust-collector  of 
the  former  patent,  before  mentioned,  with  panes  of  glass  inserted  in 
one  side  of  each  compartment  through  which  the  collection  of  the 
dust  could  be  seen.  It  is  supplied  with  the  same  removable  top  for 
the  removal  of  the  dust  collected  therein.  The  first  compartment 
evidently  serves  as  a  place  for  the  settlement  of  the  heavier  particles, 
as  described  in  the  earlier  patent  before  mentioned,  while  the  lighter 
particles  are  successively  deposited  in  the  second  and  third  com- 
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partments.  The  issue  calls  for  a  transparent  device  which  tempo- 
rarily arrests  the  velocity  of  the  current,  and  enables  the  operator 
or  observer  to  ascertain  when  the  dust  and  removable  particles  have 
been  completely  removed  by  the  sweeper.  It  must  not  only  be  trans- 
parent, but  of  such  size  and  construction  that  will  not  permit  the 
deposit  of  any  of  the  dust;  otherwise  it  would  not  answer  the  re- 
quired purpose.  That  it  is  intended  not  to  be  a  part  of  the  dust- 
collecting  chamber,  but  to  be  located  at  some  convenient  point  be- 
tween it  and  the  sweeping  implement  is  evident.  Moreover,  it  must 
be  a  transparent  chamber.  We  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  if  such 
a  box  had  been  used  separately,  and  so  constructed  as  to  prevent  the 
settlement  of  any  dust  on  its  way  to  the  collector,  it  might  not  be 
regarded  as  a  transparent  chamber  within  the  meaning  of  the  issue. 
But  considering  its  construction  as  a  compartment  of  the  dust- 
collector,  and  the  fact  that  it  precipitated  and  retained  a  part  of  the 
dust,  we  cannot  regard  it  as  the  transparent  observation -chamber  of 
the  issue.  Under  favorable  conditions  of  light,  the  observer  might 
have  been  enabled  to  see  the  deposit  of  dust,  but  it  is  not  the  trans- 
parent chamber  of  the  issue,  in  which  no  dust  can  be  deposited,  and 
which  enables  the  observer,  under  all  conditions,  to  determine  when 
the  extraction  of  dust  from  the  fabric  that  is  being  swept  has  ceased. 
The  decision  awarding  pnority  to  Kenny  must  be  affirmed.  It  is 
so  ordered,  and  that  this  decinon  be  certified  to  the  Commissioner  of 
Patents. 


[Coart  of  Appeal!  of  tbe  DlatrUt  of  Columbia.} 

The  Hall's  Safe  Company  v.  -Herbino-Hall-Marvin  Sate 
Company. 

Decided  June  2,  1908. 

ISB  O.  G„  180* :  81  App.  D.  C,  468. 

1.  NoTABiXB — Hat  Not  Takk  AcKsoviatauctiTB,  etc.,  ot  Clientb  in  Cases 

Bepou  tbe  Depabtubhtb  of  the  United  States  QovEBnuENT — Src- 
TiOK  558,  Code  or  District  op  Columbia.  Cokbtrubd. 
Held  tbat  tbe  provlslotiB  of  section  558  of  tbe  code  of  the  District  of 
Colnmble,  which  provides  that  do  Dotary  public  shall  be  authorised  to 
tebe  ackuowledgmeDts,  administer  oaths,  certi^  papers,  or  perform  any 
olBclal  acts  In  coanection  with  matteni  In  which  he  Is  employM  as  counsel, 
■attomer,  or  agent,  or  In  whicti  he  maj  be  In  any  way  tDtereated.  for  any 
ot  tbe  Departments  of  the  United  States  Qovemment  In  the  District  of 
Cottiinbia  or  elsewhere,  applies  to  ail  notaries,  whether  within  or  without 
the  District  of  Columbia. 

2.  TRADE-MABRB-^PFOHITIOlf — VEBIFIED  BEFOBE  OPPONENT'S  ATrORNETS  INVALIB. 

Held  that  an  op|)osltlon  which  wax  veriflpd  tiefore  a  notary  who  was  at 
the  same  time  attorney  for  the  exponent  is  invalid. 
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3.  Same — Same— Same— Not  Cubed  by  Auehded  Opposition  Piled  Late. 

Where  an  objection  waa  raised  in  tlie  Office  tMt  tbe  attempted  verifica- 
tion was  Invalid  becauBe  made  before  and  certified  to  by  a  ootary  wbo 
was  at  the  same  time  tbe  attorney  of  the  opponent  for  the  prosecution  of 
tbe  opposition  and  no  leave  was  applied  for  to  cure  the  defect  by  vertfying 
It  before  a  qiulifled  notary,  but  the  action  taken  was  to  flie  a  new  <fl)poBl- 
tlOD,  oitltled  an  ameDdment,  which  was  signed  by  tbe  same  autbortsed 
representative  officer  of  tlte  corporation  and  verified  before  a  proper  Dotary. 
Held  that  this  was  practically  a  new  opposition  and  as  such  came  too  late. 

Mr.  A.  F.  Herhaleb  and  Mr.  G.  R.  Hamlin  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  H.  A.  Dodge  for  the  appellee. 

Shepard,  C.  J.: 

On  February  11,  190C,  the  appellee  filed  »n  application  for  the 
r^stration  of  "  Hall's  Standard  Safe,"  as  its  trade-mark,  which  was 
passed  to  publication.  On  August  6,  1906,  A.  F.  Herbsleb,  as  at- 
torney for  the  appellant,  forwarded  a  notice  of  opposition  which  was 
received  and  filed  August  8, 1906,  in  the  Patent  Office,  which  was  two 
days  before  the  expiration  of  the  thirty  days  allowed  for  opposition 
to  a  published  trade-mark.  This  opposition  denies  that  the  words 
applied  for  constitute  a  registrable  trade-mark  under  the  terms  of  the 
law,  alleges  that  it  is  descriptive  merely,  that  it  has  not  been  used  by 
the  applicant,  that  if  used  at  all  it  has  not  been  so  used  exclusively 
for  ten  years  prior  to  the  act  of  February  20,  1905 ;  and  that  the  ap- 
pellant is  entitled  to  build  the  Hall  Standard  Safe,  and  would  sustain 
irreparable  damage  by  the  use  of  the  same  by  appellee,  etc  This 
opposition  was  signed  thus:  "The  Hall's  Safe  Company,  By,  W.  H. 
Hall,  Treasurer; "  and  was  sworn  to  by  said  Hall,  August  6,  1906, 
before  A.  F.  Herbsleb,  notary  public  in  and  for  Hamilton  county, 
Ohio,  who  certified  thereto  under  seal.  The  opposition  was  accom- 
panied by  a  copy  of  a  resolution  of  the  board  of  directors  of  said 
company,  authorizing  the  opposition  and  authorizing  said  Hall  to 
execute  and  verify  the  same.  On  August  30,  1906,  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  notified  the  appellant  to  show  cause  on  or  before  Sep- 
tember 18,  1906,  why  its  opposition  should  not  be  dismissed  because 
the  certificate  thereof  had  been  acknowledged  before  a  notary  who 
had  been  retained  as  counsel  in  its  prosecution.  On  September  IT, 
1906,  the  appellee  filed  an  amendment  referring  to  the  original  and 
adding  two  grounds  of  opposition  substantially  similar  to  others 
formerly  assigned.  This  was  verified  by  said  Hall  before  Julius  H. 
Quasser,  notary  public  of  Hamilton  county,  Ohio,  and  accompanied 
by  official  proof  of  the  fact  that  said  Quasser  was  a  notary  public  of 
said  county,  together  with  a  copy  of  a  resolution  of  the  directors  of 
appellee  authorizing  the  said  amendment  and  its  verification  by  said 
Hall.  Notice  was  then  given  to  the  appellee  to  plead,  demur  to,  or 
answer  said  opposition  on  or  before  October  18,  1906.    The  appellee 
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demurred  to  the  opposition  setting  up,  first,  that  the  opposition  is 
without  proper  basis;  second,  that  the  original  notice  is  fatally  de- 
fective because  not  executed  before  an  officer  authorized  to  administer 
the  oath ;  third,  that  the  amended  notioe  was  filed  after  the  period 
prescribed  by  law,  namely,  thirty  days;  fourth,  that  the  opponent 
has  admitted  that  the  applicant  is  the  owner  of  the  trade-mark  sought 
to  be  registered ;  fifth,  that  opponent  is  estopped  to  urge  oppositi(Hi 
by  reason  of  a  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Sixth 
Circuit  in  the  case  of  The  EalVa  Safe  Company  v.  Herring-Hall- 
Marfin  Safe  Company,  (146  Fed.  Rep.,  87;)  sixth,  that  upon  the  face 
of  the  papers  said  opponent  is  without  standing  to  oppose  the  regis- 
tration. 

The  objection  to  the  original  opposition,  as  verified  before  Herbsleb, 
as  notary  public,  was  founded  on  section  558,  Code  D.  C,  which  reads 
as  follows: 

Sec.  668.  Notaries. — Tbe  Preotdent  ^all  nlao  have  power  to  appoint  Hacb  num- 
ber of  notaries  pnbllc,  residents  of  said  District,  as,  In  bis  discretion,  the  buerlness 
of  tbe  District  maj  require.  Ftvvided,  TUat  tbe  appointment  of  any  person  as 
snch  notary  public,  or  tbe  acceptance  of  bis  commission  as  such,  or  tbe  perform- 
ance of  bis  duties  thereunder,  shall  not  dlsquall^  or  prevent  Hucb  person  from 
representing  clients  before  any  of  tbe  DeparUn^its  of  the  L'nlted  States  Gov- 
emm^it  in  the  District  of  Columbia  or  elsewhere,  provided  such  person  so 
appointed  as  a  notary  public  who  appears  to  practice  or  represent  clients  before 
any  such  Department  Is  not  otherwise  engaged  In  Goremment  employ  and  shall 
be  admitted  by  the  heads  of  such  Departments  to  practice  therein  In  accordance 
with  the  rules  and  regulations  prescribed  for  other  persons  or  attorneys  who 
are  admitted' to  practice  therein  :  And  provided  further.  That  no  notary  public 
shall  be  antborleed  to  take  acknowledfrments.  administer  oaths,  certify  papers, 
or  perfonn  any  official  acts  in  connection  with  matters  In  which  be  Is  employed 
as  counsel,  attorney,  or  aitent  or  In  which  he  may  be  In  any  way  Interested 
before  any  of  the  Departments  aforesaid. 

The  demurrer  was  overruled  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  who 
founded  his  action  on  an  opinion  given  by  the  Assistant  Attorney- 
Gienerftl  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  to  the  effect  that  the 
proviso  of  the  foregoing  section,  applied  only  to  notaries  appointed 
in  and  for  tbe  District  of  Columbia.  This  decision  was  suspended 
pending  an  application  to  the  Commissioner  for  reconsideration  and 
again  came  before  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  on  a  moticm  to  dis- 
miss the  opposition  on  the  grounds  alleged.  In  the  meantime,  the 
Attorney-General,  on  application  of  the  Secretary  for  an  opinion  as 
to  the  effect  of  section  558,  had  advised  him  to  the  effect  that  the  same 
had  application  to  all  notaries  however  appointed.  (C.  D.,  1907, 
437;  127  O.  G.,  3&42.)  The  motion  was  sustained,  and  the  opposition 
dismissed.  On  appeal  to  the  Commissioner,  this  decision  was  af- 
firmed, and  from  his  decision  this  appeal  has  been  prosecuted. 

It  clearly  appears  from  the  record  that  A,  F.  Herbsleb  was  the 
attorney  for  tbe  appellant  for  the  preparation  and  prosecution  of  the 
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opposition,  and  that  as  a  notary  public  in  and  for  Hamilton  county, 
Ohio,  where  the  appellant  resided,  he  certified  to  the  oath  made  by 
its  treasurer,  Hall.  We  agree  with  the  Commissioner  that  the  pro- 
viso of  section  558  is  not  confined  in  its  application  to  notaries  public 
of  the  District  of  Columbia.  Its  language  is  that  "  no  notary  "  shall 
be  authorized  to  take  acknowledgments,  administer  oaths,  certify 
papers,  or  perform  any  official  acts  in  connection  with  matters  in 
which  he  is  employed  as  counsel,  attorney,  or  agent,  or  in  which  he 
may  be  in  any  way  interested  before  any  of  the  Departments  of  the 
United  States  Government.  Considered  as  an  independent  provision, 
its  meaning  plainly  is  that  no  notary,  whatsoever,  shall  act  as  such 
in  matters  wherein  he  is  of  counsel  or  in  any  way  interested.  It 
drops  the  word  "  such  "  which  precedes  the  word  "  notary  "  in  the 
preceding  proviso,  making  it  applicable  only  to  notaries  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  and  substitutes  the  word  "  no  "  therefor.  The  act 
of  June  29,  1906,  when  introduced  purported  to  amend  section  558  of 
the  code  by  making  it  read  differently  thereafter;  this  last  proviso 
was  inserted  therein  before  passage. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  in  enacting  a  statute  primarily  to 
amend  the  code  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  Congress  may  extend 
the  operation  of  one  of  its  sections  or  provisions  beyond  the  locality 
primarily  legislated  for,  but  it  is  a  sound  proposition  that  it  should 
not  be  so  extended  in  its  operation,  if  by  proper  construction  that 
result  may  be  avoided.  Congress  is  not  under  the  limitation  that 
prevails  in  many  of  the  States,  that  an  act  shall  embrace  but  one 
object  which  shall  be  expressed  in  its  title.  It  has  been  a  frequent 
practice  to  introduce  new  matter  into  an  act,  before  final  passage, 
that  has  no  connection  with  the  subject-matter  of  the  original  bill, 
or  that  may  expand  its  particular  purpose  into  others  of  a  general 
nature.  Some  of  the  most  important  general  legislation  has  often 
been  enacted  in  the  form  of  a  proviso  to  appropriation  bills.  The 
object  of  this  act  when  introduced,  as  shown  in  the  first  proviso,  was 
to  remove  a  disability  of  notaries  public  of  the  District,  which  did 
not  apply  to  others,  thereby  enabling  them  to  practice  before  the  De- 
partments. As  the  report  of  the  committee,  to  whom  the  bill  was 
committed  after  introduction,  shows,  there  was  a  decided  oppositi<Mi 
on  the  part  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  and  the  Comptroller,  to  permitting  notaries  to  act  as  such  in 
matters  wherein  they  might  also  be  engaged  as  attorneys,  because, 
as  expressed  by  two  of  them,  it  would  "  open  the  doors  to  fraud  and 
deceit."  Obviously  this  objection  applies  as  strongly  to  notaries 
without,  as  to  notaries  within  the  District  of  Columbia.  With  this 
correspondence  before  it,  the  proviso,  under  consideration,  was  re- 
ported as  an  amendment  by  the  Senate  committee,  and  was  adopted 
by  both  Houses  without  further  amendment. 
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It  is  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  Departments  of  the  Government 
are  located  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  Notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  a  paper,  or  instrument  of  whatsoeTer  nature  intended  for  presen- 
tation to  a  Department  for  action,  may  be  prepared  by  an  attorney 
in  any  State,  and  verified  by  an  officer  qualified  to  administer  oaths  in 
the  same,  it  has  no  effect  until  presented.  All  proceedings  relating 
thereto  are  conducted  in  the  Department  and  under  its  supervision. 
The  actual  practice  is  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  In  view  of  the 
powers  and  practice  of  Congress  before  mentioned,  it  was  not  un- 
natural, therefore,  that  a  proviso  having  in  contemplation  other 
notaries  than  those  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  practicing  before 
the  Departments,  should  be  incorporated  into  an  act  admitting  the 
latter  to  practice  before  the  Departments,  thereby  putting  all  under 
one  genera]  limitation. 

Against  a  construction  that  would  embrace  all  notaries,  it  is  argued, 
that  it  is  the  function  of  a  proviso  to  restrain  or  modify  what  pre- 
cedes it  merely,  that  is  to  say,  to  make  an  exception  from  the  enacting 
clause,  to  restrain  generality  and  prevent  misinterpretation.  In  view 
of  the  constant,  different  use  of  the  proviso  in  Congressional  legis- 
lation, this  restriction  of  its  office  no  longer  maintains,  in  its  strict- 
ness. As  was  said'  in  Georgia  Banking  Company  v.  Smith,  (128 
U.S.,  174,  181:) 

Tbe  geaeral  purpose  of  a  proviso,  as  Is  well  known,  1b  to  except  tbe  clause 
covered  by  It  from  ttie  general  provisions  of  tbe  statute,  or  from  some  pro- 
vlsloDB  of  it,  or  to  quall^  tbe  operation  of  tbe  statute  In  some  lurticular.  It 
is  a  common  practice  In  legislative  proceedings,  on  tbe  consideration  of  bills, 
for  parties  desirous  of  securing  amendments  to  them,  to  precede  their  proposed 
amendments  with  the  term  "  provided  "  so  as  to  declare  that,  notwithstanding 
existing  provisions,  the  one  thus  expressed.  Is  to  prevail,  thus  having  no  greater 
signification  than  would  be  attached  to  the  conjunction  "  but "  or  "  and "  In 
the  same  place,  and  simply  serving  to  separate  or  dlatlngutsb  tbe  different  para- 
graphs or  sentences. 

In  the  latest  expression  of  the  same  Court  on  this  subject,  in  reply 
to  a  similar  argument  to  that  here  made,  it  was  said : 

It  Is  apparent  that  this  proviso  was  not  inRerted  In  any  restrictive  sense  or  to 
make  clear  that  which  might  be  doubtful  from  tbe  general  language  used.  It 
was  Inserted  for  the  purpose  of  enisrglng  tbe  operation  of  tbe  statute  so  as  to 
Include  a  clasa  of  cases  not  otherwise  within  the  operation  of  the  section.  It 
may  be  admitted  that  this  use  of  a  proviso  Is  not  in  accord  with  the  technical 
meaning  of  the  term  or  tbe  offlce  of  such  part  of  a  statute  when  iiroperty  used. 
Rut  It  Is  nevertheless  a  frequent  use  of  tbe  proviso  in  Federal  legislation  to 
Introduce,  as  In  the  present  case,  new  matter  extending  rather  than  llniiting 
or  explaining  that  which  has  gone  before.  •  •  •  The  provlBion  In  the 
statute  under  consideration  being  Intended  to  enlarge  rather  than  limit  the 
application  of  previous  terms  should  not  receive  so  narrow  a  construction  as  to 
defeat  Us  purpose.  (7n(cr«(a(e  Commerce  CommUaton  v.  Baird,  194  V.  S.. 
25,  3T.)  cV*-" 
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Another  question  arises  on  the  effect  of  the  act  approved  March  2, 
1907,  amending  sections  5  and  6  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  1905. 
Section  6  of  the  last-mentioned  act  required  the  oppoation  to  the  reg- 
istration of  a  trade-mark  tx>  be  verified  by  the  person  filing  the  saote. 
It  could  not  be  verified  by  another  for  him.  {Martin  v.  Martin- 
Bowne  Co.,  C.  D.,  1906,  642;  122  O.  G.,  734;  27  App.  D.  C,  59,  62.) 
As  it  sometimes  happened  that  illness  or  absence  of  the  opposer  ren- 
dered it  impossible  for  him  to  make  the  required  verification  within 
the  thirty  days  required  by  the  act,  the  amendatory  act  of  1907  un- 
dertook to  remedy  this  hardship  by  providing  that  an  opposition  may 
be  filed  in  the  name  of  an  opponent  by  his  duly-authorized  attorney 
within  the  time,  but  the  same  shall  be  null  and  void  unless  verified 
by  the  opposer  within  a  reasonable  time  th^^after. 

When  the  objection  was  raised  in  the  Office  that  the  attempted 
verification  was  invalid  because  made  before,  and  certified  to  by  a 
notary  who  was  at  the  same  time  the  attorney  of  the  opp<ment  for  the 
prosecution  of  the  opposition,  no  leave  was  applied  for  to  cure  the 
defect  by  verifying  it  before  a  qualified  notary.  The  action  taken, 
was  to  file  a  new  opposition,  entitled  an  amendment,  which  was  signed 
by  the  same  authorized  representative  officer  of  the  corporation  and 
verified  before  a  proper  notary.  This  was  practically  a  new  oppo^- 
tion  and  as  such  came  too  late.  It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  whether 
the  amendatory  act,  subsequently  passed,  can  be  given  a  retroactive 
effect,  for  the  reason  that  if  so  declared  it  fails  to  apply  to  the  con- 
ditions of  this  case.  The  mischief  sought  to  be  remedied  was,  as 
heretofore  pointed  out :  An  opposition  might  be  filed  in  the  name  of 
a  party  by  his  attorney,  the  verification  of  which  by  the  party,  him- 
self, could  not  be  obtained  within  the  thirty  days,  and  he  was  per- 
mitted to  make  it  within  a  reasonable  time  thereafter.  The  statute 
was  not  intended  to  apply  to  a  case  where  the  opposer  was  able  and 
ready  to  verify  but  failed  to  do  so  in  the  manner  provided  by  law. 
By  what  has  been  said  regarding  the  failure  of  the  opposer  to  ask 
leave  to  make  a  proper  affidavit  to  his  original  opposition  as  a  sub- 
stitute for  the  one  attempted  to  be  made  thereto,  we  are  not  to  be 
understood  as  holding  that  this  could  have  been  done.  The  question 
is  not  presented  in  this  case,  and  remains  an  open  one  for  the  decision 
of  the  Commissioner  of  Pat^ts,  in  the  first  instance,  when  it  may  be 
presented. 

The  decision  will  be  affirmed.  It  is  so  ordered,  and  that  this  deci- 
sion be  certified  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents.    Affirmed. 


,,  Google 
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[Court  of  Ai>peali  of  tbe  DlBtrlct  of  rolumbla.) 

Case  Brothebs  o.  E.  W.  Murfhey  &  Co. 
Decided  ApHt  H.  1908. 
136  O.  G.,  228 ;  31  App.  D.  C,  245. 
TbADE-M  ABK  B— PbiOBITT. 

Assuming,  as  held  by  tbe  CommlsBloner  of  Patents,  tbat  the  word 
"  Eureka  "  [s  a  valid  trade-mark  for  prees-boarda  and  that  Its  use  on  sam- 
ples of  Bucb  boards  was  a  trade-mark  ub&  tbe  evidence  la  sufllcient  to 
jUBtU^  tbe  holding  that  M.  &  Co.  were  entitled  to  register  this  mark. 

Mr.  B.  H.  Warner,  Jr.,  and  Mr.  Levi  Cooke  for  the  appellant. 

Mr.  George  H.  Howard  and  Mr.  Philip  C.  Peck  for  the  appellee. 

Shepabd,  J. : 

This  is  an  interference  proceeding  between  rival  applicants  for  the 
registration  of  Eureka  as  a  trade-mark  for  press-boards.  These 
boards  are  sheets  of  heavy  paper  cardboard  used  by  knitting-mills  in 
pressing  and  finishing  their  goods.  A  book  is  made  by  placing  the 
goods  upon  a  board;  another  board  is  placed  thereon,  which  is 
covered  by  goods  again.  This  process  goes  on  until  a  book  of  proper 
size  is  made  up  to  go  between  the  plates  of  the  liot  press,  where  pres- 
sure and  heat  are  applied.  Where  there  is  a  high  degree  of  heat,  an 
extra  high  grade  of  board  is  necessary. 

Case  Brothers  were  manufacturers  of  press-boards  in  New  Jersey. 
Murphey  &  Co.  were  engaged  at  Hudson,  N.  Y.,  as  dealers  in  mill 
supplies,  including  press-boards,  and  ordered  their  boards  frtHn  Case 
Brothers.  In  mitny  instances,  the  orders  when  received  were  fol- 
lowed by  shipments  directly  to  the  customer.  The  bills  were  sent  to 
Murphey  &  Co.  who  paid  them.  The  sales  by  Case  Brothers  were  to 
them  and  not  to  their  customers.  Murphey  &  Co.  claim  to  have  re- 
quested the  manufacture  of  a  very  high  class  board,  to  which  they 
gave  the  name  Eureka,  The  name  could  not  be  affixed  to  the  boards 
because  the  ink  would  come  out  in  pressing  and  injure  the  pressed 
articles. 

Murphey  &  Co.  filed  their  application  for  registration  April  18, 
1906,  and  Case  Brothers  applied  May  22,  1906.  The  Examiner  of 
Interferences  denied  registration  to  each  party  on  the  ground  that 
Eureka  had  been  adopted  and  used  as  a  mark  of  grade  or  quality. 

On  appeal  by  both  parties  to  the  Commissioaer,  the  latter  held 
that  Murphey  &  Co.  were  the  first  to  use  the  mark,  and  that  it  was 
not  a  grade-mark  merely,  but  a  valid  trade-mark. 

As  the  mark  could  not  be  affixed  to  the  goods  themselves,  there  was 
some  doubt  as  to  a  trade-mark  use,  but  by  reason  of  sample  cards 
sent  with  packages  by  Murphey  &  Co.,  showing  the  name,  tlie  Com- 
missioner was  of  the  opinion  that  the  acts  of  Murphey  &  Co. 
amounted  to  a  trade-mark  use. 
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Whether  the  mark  can  be  registered  as  a  valid  trade-mark,  because 
of  its  character  and  use,  is  a  question  that  is  not  before  us  on  this 
appeal.  Assuming,  as  found  by  the  Commissioner,  that  it  may  be 
registered  by  the  one  entitled  to  its  use,  the  sole  question  is  as  to  the 
rights  of  the  respective  claimants. 

The  evidence  in  support  of  the  claims  of  the  parties  has  been  fully 
and  fairly  reviewed  by  the  Commissioner,  and,  agreeing  with  his 
conclusion,  we  see  no  occasion  for  its  discussion. 

If  the  mark  was  used  in  such  a  way  as  to  constitute  it  a  trade-mark, 
we  think  that  the  Commissioner  was  clearly  ri^t  in  holding  that 
Murphey  &  Co.  had  the  superior  right  to  register  it. 

The  decision  will  therefore  be  affirmed;  and  tbis  decision  will  be 
certified  to  theX^mmissioner  of  Patents.     It  is  so  ordered.     Affirmed. 


{Court  of  Appeals  ol  tbe  Dlalrlct  at  Colambt*.] 

DuRKEE,  Jr.,  V.  WiNQUIBT  AND  TURNSTROH. 

Decided  April  U,  1908. 

136  O.  a,  229 ;  81  App.  D.  C,  248. 

iNTEBrxBEKCE — Tbstiuont  op  Ihventob  TJkcobbobobated. 

It  Ib  welt  settled  that  the  UDcorroborated  testimony  o(  the  Junior  party 
In  loterferenpe  is  lusufficifnt  to  overcome  the  presumption  attaching  to  tbe 
prior  filing  date  ot  the  senior  imrty. 

Mr.  L.  S.  Bacon  and  Mr.  J.  H.  MUang  for  the  appellant. 

Van  Orsdel,  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
in  an  interference  proceeding  awarding  priority  of  invention  to  Win- 
quist  and  Tumstrom  for  a  toe-calk  for  horeshoes.  Durkee,  Jr.,  filed 
his  application  for  patent  on  January  30, 1905.  Victor  Winquist  and 
Alfred  Turnstrom  filed  their  application  October  14, 1904.  A  patent 
was  granted  to  Durkee,  Jr.,  on  August  8,  1905.  The  issue  in  inter- 
ference is  as  follows: 

1.  A  horaexboe-cnlk  comiKised  of  n  V-shnped  outer  plate  ot  iron  with  an  angu- 
lar opening  extending  lengthwise  of  Its  body  below  tbe  line  of  Its  free  ends,  and 
a  Bleel  plate  fltlbiE  within  tbe  o|>enlng,  the  steel  plate  being  provided  with  a 
pointed  lug  Integral  therewith  and  extending  outwardly  from  tbe  edges  of  the 
outer  plate. 

2.  A  borseshoe-ealk  consisting  of  a  steel-plate  portion  having  a  pointed  lug 
extending  from  Its  edge  and  Integral  therewith,  having  a  plate  of  iron  folded 
upon  the  lengthwise  edge  opposite  the  lug,  said  Iron  portion  enveloping  one  edge 
and  entire  side  surfaces  of  the  steel-plate  portion. 

The  evidence  of  Durkee,  Jr.,  to  establish  his  claim  consisted  of  his 
own  deposition,  unsupported  by  any  other  evidence.  It  is  well  set- 
tled that  the  uncorroborated  testimony  of  a  junior  party  in  an  inter- 
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ference  is  insufficient  to  overcome  the  presumption  attaching  to  the 
prior  filing  date  of  the  senior  party.  Winquist  and  Tumstrom,  rely- 
ing on  their  senior  application,  offered  no  evidence,  the  burden  being 
on  Durkee,  Jr.  They  were  justified  in  resting  on  their  prior  appli- 
cation, until  he  had  discharged  the  burden  of  proof  resting  upon  him 
to  establish  a  conception  of  the  invention  in  question,  and  reduction 
of  the  same  to  practice,  at  a  date  prior  to  the  filing  date  of  the  senior 
applicants.    This  he  failed  to  do  by  his  own  uncorroborated  evidence. 

It  was  held  by  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  that — 
tbe  terms  of  tbe  clalme,  when  given  tbelr  ordinary  meaning,  clearly  read  upon 
tbe  Btmctnre  of  both  parties. 

With  this  decision,  we  fully  agree.  Winquist  and  Tumstrom,  being 
the  senior  applicants,  are  entitled  to  the  priority. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  affirmed,  and  the 
clerk  is  directed  to  certify  these  proceedings  as  by  law  required. 
A^rmed. 


[Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  ot  Columbia.] 

In  re  Fabeb. 

Decktei  June  S,  1908. 

136  O.  G.,  228;  31  App.  D.  C,  531. 

Patbrtabilitt — CouBi  ration — A  bticipatiob. 

Tbe  m&K  combination  of  articles  disclosed  In  two  former  patents  wiil 
□ot  constltnte  laventlon  unless  It  rcsnits  in  producing  a  new  and  nseful 
article  not  applied  by  tbose  familiar  wltb  the  state  of  the  art.  A  patent 
sbonld  not  be  issued  wben  the  uileged  invention  is  a  mere  modlflcatlon  of 
the  principle  Involved  In  former  Inveitions  or  discoveries. 

Mr.  H.  S.  Knight  and  Mr.  Jam£8  A.  Carr  for  Faber. 
Mr.  F.  A.  Tennant  for  the  Commissioner  of  Patents. 

Van  Obsdel,  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  refusing  to 
grant  a  patent  to  the  appellant,  Herman  W.  Faber,  for  a  surgical 
dressing.  The  claims  upon  which  the  application  for  patent  is  based 
are  nine  in  number,  but  the  following  sufficiently  disclose  the  inven- 
tion: 

1.  A  surgical  dressing  comprising  a  binding  medium  cellularly  and  Inter- 
stltlally  Impregnated  and  superflciaUy  coated  wltb  an  ointment  having  an 
oleaglnoQi  base. 

4.  A  surgical  dreealng  comprlelng  a  binding  material  cellularly  and  inter- 
stltially  impregnated  and  snpernclally  coated  with  an  ointment  having  a  non- 
adhesive,  non^absorbent  base  and  containing  a  refrigerating  anesthetic  and  non- 
Irritating  antiseptic. 
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The  claims  were  rejected  because  of  the  state  of  the  art  as  shown 
in  two  former  patents.  A  patent  issoed  June  28,  1881,  to  one  Bosen- 
wasser,  discloses  an  antiseptic  dressing  closely  resembling  appel- 
lant's, except  that  it  had  no  oleaginous  base.  This  base,  however,  is 
disclosed  fully  in  a  patent  issued  to  one  Doppelmayer  on  October  7, 
1890.  The  Examiner-in-Chief  referred  to  appellant's  alleged  inven- 
tion, and  to  these  patents,  as  follows : 

In  our  opinion  the  article  produced  !s  obviously  lacking  In  Inrentton  in  view 
of  matters  of  common  knowledge.  To  use  a  bandage  or  dresBtng  Impregnated 
with  an  ointment  IH  bo  well  known  and  In  such  common  use  that  Judicial  notice 
may  he  taken  of  It.  It  Is  well  known  tbat  such  dressing  prevents  drying  of  tbe 
wound  and  preveuts  tbe  bandage  from  adhering  to  tbe  parts.  Tbe  patent  to 
itosenwasser  dlBcloses  an  antiseptic  dressing  and  except  for  the  absence  of  tbe 
oleaginous  base  substantially  anticipates  tbe  dressing  here  clatioed.  We  agree 
with  tlie  Examiner  that  there  was  no  invention  In  adding  tbe  oleaginous  base. 
Tbe  patent  to  Doi^wlmaper  discloses  a  liniment  having  ao  oleaginous  base  and 
while  tbe  patentee  states  In  bis  specification  that  Ik  prefers  to  use  It  without 
bandaging  the  wound  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  one  who  prefers  to,  and  does 
In  fact,  use  it  on  a  bandage  does  not  thereby  become  no  inventor. .  This  patent 
shows  that  an  oleaginous  base  may  be  combhied  with  tbe  ordinary  antlsepttca 
used  In  treating  a  wound  and  to  use  tlie  compound  produced  In  one  of  the 
ordinary  ways  In  which  ointments  and  antiseptics  are  used  Is  in  our  opinion 
an  obvious  expedient. 

It  was  held  by  all  of  tbe  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  that  there  is 
nothing  new  in  tbe  custom  of  applying  ointment  to  a  cloth  which  is 
to  be  used  as  a  bandage,  an  described  in  the  claims  of  appellant  The 
mere  combination  of  the  article  disclosed  in  the  two  former  patents 
will  not  constitute  an  invention,  unless  it  result  in  i»oducinj^  a  new 
and  useful  article  not  applied  by  those  familiar  with  the  state  of  the 
art.  A  patent  should  not  be  issued  where  the  alleged  invention  is  a 
mere  modification  of  the  principle  involved  in  former  inventions  or 
discoveries.  It  is  well  settled  that  a  valid  patent  cannot  be  issued 
for  an  improvement  which  is  simply  a  new  application  of  knowledge 
already  familiar  to  those  skilled  in  the  art.     {Ryan  v.  Sard,  C.  D., 

1892,  423;  59  O.  G.,  1435;  145  U.  S.,  241;  Grant  v.  Walter,  C.  D., 

1893,  317;  63  O.  G.,  910;  148  U.  S.,  M7;  Market  Street  Cable  RaU- 
way  Co.  V.  Rowley,  C.  D.,  1895, 152;  70  O.  G.,  632;  155  U.  S.,  621.) 

The  record,  we  think,  discloses  that  appellant's  alleged  invention 
contains  nothing  new  to  those  skilled  in  the  art.  The  application  of 
the  principles  involved  in  the  issue  is  obvious  to  those  familiar  with 
the  use  of  such  bandages  in  connection  with  the  performance  of  sur- 
gical operations.  Where  this  is  apparent,  no  patent  should  issue.  As 
stated  in  Hollister  v.  Benedict  <&  Bumftam  Mfg.  Co.,  (113  IT.  S.,  59 :) 

It  is  but  the  display  of  the  expected  skill  of  the  calling,  and  involves  only 
the  exercise  of  the  ordinary  faculties  of  reas(»iing  upon  tbe  materials  supplied 
by  a  special  knowledge,  and  the  facility  of  manipulation  which  results  from  its 
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babltual  and  Intelll8«nt  practhw;  and  is  In  no  senee  tbe  creatlTe  work  of  tbat 
limottTe  (801117  whlcb  It  la  tbe  purpoae  of  the  Ccnatltutlon  aad  tbe  patwt 
Iftwa  to  encourage  and  reward. 

We  fully  agree  with  the  conclusions  of  the  Commissioner  and  his 
decision  is  affirmed.  The  clerk  will  certify  these  proceedings  as 
required  by  law.    A-fftrmed.. 


[Court  of  App«U  of  tbe  DtltricI  o(  Columbia.] 
CUTLBB  V.  LbONAKD, 

Decided  May  5, 1908. 
136  O.  G.,  438^  31  App.  D.  C,  287. 

1.  Apfku. — OoDBT  OF  Appeals  of  the  District  or  Colcubia — Considbb&tioit 

or  QcESTiofl  Not  Baised  Below. 
AssfKonients  of  error  by  tbe  Commissioner  of  Patents  raising  the  question 
of  tbe  anfflcioicy  of  disclosure  In  appellee's  applications  will  be  given  bnt 
pesalng  notice  by  tbe  court  of  appeals  wbere  sncb  question  was  not  raised 
before  tbe  tribunals  of  tbe  Patent  ODlce.  It  was  lncaint>ent  npon  appellant 
to  "  raise  tbls  question  before  the  Primary  Examiner,  whose  slclll  in  tbe 
particular  art  peculiarly  qnatlQed  bim  to  consider  it." 

2.  Intebfebence — Burden  op  Proof — In  advertbntlt- Issued  Patent. 

Wbere  a  patent  is  inadvertently  issued,  while  an  application  by  another 
iB  pending,  witbout  an  Interference,  no  advantage  accrues  to  the  patentee 
on  tbe  question  of  burden  of  proof. 

3.  Renewal  op  Appucation — ASAnDonMBNT — Section  48S7,  Revised  Statutes, 

Construed. 
Under  section  4897,  Revised  Statutea,  relating  to  tbe  renewal  of  forfeited 
applications,  providing  tliat  "  tipon  tbe  bearing  of  renewed  applications 
preferred  under  tbls  section,  abandonment  sliali  be  conaldered  as 'a  queatlon 
of  fact,"  tbe  gnestlon  of  abandonment  Is  one  to  be  determined  upon  proof 
of  tbe  facts  and  circnmstances  and  wilt  not  be  presumed  from  laches  In 
ailng  tbe  renewal  application,  although  It  may  be  within  the  power  of  tbe 
Commissioner,  whenever  be  entertains  n  doubt  as  to  whether  there  has 
been  abandonment,  to  require  an  explanation  of  tbe  delay. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Edaan  and  Jfr.  W.  Clyde  Jones  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  C.  V.  Edwards  for  the  appellee. 

BoBB,  J.: 

This  is  an  interference  proceeding,  in  which  no  proofs  were  taken 
by  either  party,  and  involving  an  improvement  "in  controllers  for 
electrical  vehicles  as  stated  in  the  following  counts : 

1.  Tbe  combination  with  a  suitable  coDtrolllng-circuit,  of  a  plurality  of  elec- 
tromagnetic windings  connected  In  parallel  between  tbe  opposite  mains  of  said 
circuit,  and  adapted  to  respectively  respond  to  variations  of  voltage,  and  a 
controller  for  varying  tbe  voltage  impressed  upon  said  controlling-circuit 
without  tliereby  altering  the  resistance  of  said  controlling-circuit 
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2.  The  couiblDatloii  witb  a  suitable  controlling-circuit,  of  a  plurality  of  elec- 
tromaguetlc  windings  connected  tbcrewllta  In  parallel  and  adapted  to  respond 
to  variations  of  voltage,  and  a  suitable  source  of  current'Snpply  having  means 
for  varying  at  will  the  voltage  impressed  thereby,  the  voltage  Impressed  by  Bald 
source  being  substontlatly  unaffected  by  the  internal  resistance  of  said  circuit 

3.  The  eombinatloD  with  a  suitable  controlling-circuit,  of  a  plurality  of  elec- 
tromagnetic windings  connected  in  parallel  with  said  circuit  aad  adapted  to 
respond  to  variations  In  voltage,  a  generator  for  supplying  current  to  said  cir- 
cuit, and  means  for  varying  the  voltage  Impressed  by  said  generator. 

The  interference  was  declared  between  a  patent  issued  to  Cutler 
November  29,  1904,  on  an  application  filed  by  him  April  15,  1903. 
In  his  preliminary  statement  Cutler  alleges  that  he  conceived  the 
invention  about  October,  1902. 

Leonard's  original  application  was  Hied  January  24,  1901,  and  on 
March  22,  1902,  he  filed  a  divisional  application,  which  he  suffered 
to  become  forfeited  May  11,  1905,  and  which  on  July  6,  1906,  he  re- 
newed. 

Upon  the  allowance  of  the  patent  to  Cutler,  Leonard  petitioned 
the  Patent  Office  that  his  divisional  application,  which  was  copend- 
ing, be  withdrawn  from  issue  and  placed  in  interference  with  the 
patent.  This  petition  was  refused  by  the  Primary  Examiner  upon 
the  ground  that  the  claims  meant  one  thing  when  applied  to  the 
patent  and  quite  another  when  applied  to  the  application,  and  that, 
therefore,  there  was  no  interference  in  fact.  Leonard  thereupon 
suffered  his  application,  which  was  passed  to  issue  November  10, 1904, 
to  become  forfeited,  and  fourteen  months  thereafter  renewed  said 
application  and  petitioned  the  Patent  Office  for  an  interference  with 
the  Cutler  patent.  Thereupon  the  Examiner,  who  had  previously 
declined  to  declare  an  interference  between  Leonard's  application  of 
which  the  present  was  a  renewal,  granted  the  petition  on  the  author- 
ity of  ex  parte  Cutler,  (C.  D.,  1906,  247;  123  O.  G.,  655.)  In  that 
case,  which  was  decided  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  petition  for  renewal, 
the  Commissioner  said: 

In  this  Office  a  claim  which  Is  broadly  drawn  will  be  broadly  read.  If  a  nar- 
row meaning  is  desired,  It  must  be  secured  by  limitations  expressed  in  the 
claims. 


An  interference  having  been  declared,  the  Examiner  of  Interfer- 
ences gave  notice  to  Cutler  that,  inasmuch  as  his  date  of  concep- 
tion of  the  invention  was  subsequent  to  the  filing  date  of  Leonard, 
judgment  would  be  given  on  the  record  against  him  unless  he  could 
show  cause  why  such  action  should  not  be  taken.  In  answer  to  this 
notice  Cutler  filed  a  motion  to  shift  the  burden  of  proof,  basing  his 
motion  solely  upon  the  ground  of  Leonard's  delay  in  renewing  his 
application  which  Cutler  averred  Leonard  had  suffered  to  become 
forfeited  when  he —  ,  -  , 

..CooqIc 

was  cognizant  of  tlte  fact  that  Cutler's  patent  bad  Issued.  '- 
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It  will  be  noticed  that  no  motion  was  made  to  dissolve  the  inter- 
ference on  the  gromid  that  Leonard  did  not  have  the  ri^t  to  make 
the  claims. 

Cutler's  motion  came  before  the  Examiner  of  Interferences,  who 
denied  it  and  awarded  priority  to  the  senior  party,  Leonard.  The 
Examiner  in  his  decision  said: 

Tbere  Is  no  contention  made  by  Cutler  that  the  Invention  In  Issue  Is  not 
fully  disclosed  In  Leonard's  applications. 

An  appeal  was  prosecuted  to  the  Examiners-in-Chief,  who  reversed 
the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  on  the  ground  that 
Leonard  had  failed  to  account  for  the  delay  of  fourteen  months  be- 
tween the  time  when  his  application  became  forfeited  and  the  date  of 
its  renewal,  and  that,  therefore,  abandonment  would  be  presumed. 
No  question  was  raised  before  the  Examiners-in-Chief  as  to  Leon- 
ard's right  to  make  the  claims. 

Upon  appeal  to  the  Commissioner,  the  decision  of  the  Examiners- 
in-Chief  was  reversed  and  priority  again  awarded  Leonard. 

It  is  now  contended  by  counsel  for  Cutler  in  several  differently- 
worded  assignments  of  error  that  neither  Leonard's  original  applica- 
tion nor  his  divisional  application  discloses  the  invention  in  issue, 
and  that,  therefore,  he  has  improperly  enlarged  his  said  applications. 
In  view  of  the  position  of  Cutler  before  the  Patent  Office  tribunals, 
and  in  view  of  Rule  122  of  the  Patent  OflSce  Rules,  we  do  not  deem  it 
necessary  to  give  these  as.signments  of  error  more  than  passing  no- 
tice. Manifestly  it  was  incumbent  upon  Cutler  to  raise  this  question 
before  the  Primary  Examiner,  whose  skill  in  the  particular  art 
peculiarly  qualified  him  to  consider  it.  The  claims  being  of  a  highly 
technical  nature,  we  cannot  permit  Cutler  to  try  his  case  backward 
by  raising  this  question  at  this  stage  of  the  proceedings.  It  may  be 
noted,  in  passing,  that  the  renewed  Leonard  application  contains 
exactly  the  same  drawings  and  disclosures  as  his  original  application. 

It  is  next  contended  that  the  Cutler  patent  was  regularly  and 
legally  granted,  and  that,  therefore,  the  Patent  Office  was  without 
power  to  impose  the  burden  of  proof  upon  Cutler  in  this  proceeding. 
This  contention  is  based  upon  a  misapprehension  of  the  decision  of 
this  court  in  CkrUtenaen  v.  Noyes,  (C.  D.,  1900,  201,  212;  90  O.  G., 
223,  227;  15  App.  D.  C,  94.)  In  that  case  the  decision  is  based  upon 
a  different  state  of  facts  than  exist  in  the  present  case.  It  there 
appeared  that  during  the  period  of  forfeiture  another  inventor  filed 
his  application  and  took  out  his  patent  There  was,  therefore,  no 
application  concurrently  pending  in  the  Patent  Office  when  the 
patent  issued,  and  no  interference  could  have  been  declared.  In  this 
case,  on  the  contrary,  the  applications  were  concurrently  pending, 
and  but  for  the  erroneous  decision  of  the  Examiner  an  interference 
would  have  been  declared  immediately  upon  the  issuance  of  the  patent 
6902&— H.  Doc.  1349, 60-2 32 
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to  Cutler.  Leonard's  application  was  pending  when  the  patent  to 
Cutler  was  granted,  and,  in  view  of  the  subsequent  decision  of  the 
Patent  Office  that  an  interference  existed,  it  necessarily  follows  that 
the  patent  to  Cutler  was  inadvertently  issued. 

The  real  question  in  the  case  is  whether  the  inadvertence  of  the 
Patent  Office  in  granting  a  patent  to  Cutler  without  declaring  an 
interference  between  Cutler^s  application  and  Leonard's  divisional 
application  and  subsequently  erroneously  declining  to  declare  an 
interference  between  the  Cutler  patent  and  Leonard's  divisional  ap- 
plication, shall  he  held  to  be  a  bar  to  the  renewal  of  Leonard's  divi- 
sional application.  To  state  the  proposition,  we  think,  is  to  answer  it. 
Until  the  patent  to  Cutler  was  granted  Leonard  had  no  means  of 
knowing  what  claims  it  contained.  As  soon  as  he  learned  of  the 
patent  he  asked  for  the  declaration  of  an  interference,  which  it  was 
subsequently  determined  he  was  entitled  to  have.  Manifestly  the 
patent  to  Cutler  was  not  regularly  issued  as  contended  by  his  counsel, 
but  was  inadvertently  issued  at  a  time  when  an  interference  should 
have  been  declared.  Every  principle  of  justice  and  right,  therefore, 
demands  that  Leonard  be  not  permitted  to  suffer  because  of  the  mis- 
take or  inadvertence  of  the  Patent  Office. 

The  contention  that  Leonard's  delay  in  renewing  his  application 
constituted  an  abandonment  remains  to  be  noticed.  Under  section 
4897,  Revised  Statutes,  such  a  renewal  may  be  made  at  any  time 
within  two  years  after  the  allowance  of  the  original  application — 
and  upon  bearlug  of  renewed  applicatlone  preferred  under  this  section,  abandon- 
ment Bball  be  coueldered  as  a  question  of  fact. 

In  this  case  each  party  stands  upon  his  record  proof;  consequently 
Leonard  has  offered  no  explanation  of  his  delay  in  filing  the  renewal 
of  his  forfeited  application.  In  Duryea  v.  Rice  (C.  D.,  1907, 443 ;  126 
O.  G.,  1357;  28  App.  D.  C,  423)  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Shepard  in  deliv- 
ering the  opinion  of  the  court  said : 

Tble  court  bas  heretofore  held  that  where  an  application  had  heen  forfeited 
for  failure  to  pay  the  fee  on  allowance  of  the  claims,  and  the  applicant  had 
filed  a  new  application  wilhin  tlie  prescribed  period  permitted  In  each  cases,  be 
was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  bis  original  application  as  a  constructive  reduction 
to  practice  o(  the  invention  set  forth  therein  and  afterward  embodied  In  the 
second  application.  {Cain  v.  Park,  C.  D.,  1809,  278;  86  O.  Q.,  797;  14  App. 
D.  C,  42,  46.) 

In  the  present  case  the  renewal  application  was  filed  ten  months 
before  the  expiration  of  the  two  years  within  which  it  might  have 
been  filed.  The  statute,  it  will  be  observed,  confers  upon  the  appli- 
cant— 

a  Hghi  to  make  an  application  for  a  patent  for  snch  Invention  or  discovery  the 
same  as  in  the  case  of  an  original  application'- 

within  two  years  after  the  allowance  of  the  original  application. 
This  right  can  be  taken  away  only  by  a  finding  of  abandonment, 
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which,  the  statute  ordains,  must  be  determined  as  a  question  of  fact. 
Where  an  affirmative  right  is  conferred  by  law,  we  think  a  finding 
of  abandonment  must  be  predicated  of  facts  and  circumstances  war- 
ranting such  a  finding  and  not  upon  mere  presumption.  There  is  no 
evidence  that  Leonard  had  abandoned  his  invention.  On  the  con- 
trary, the  circumstances  indicate  activity  and  watchfulness  on  his 
part.  Believing  himself  entitled  to  an  interference  with  Cutler  he 
tried  to  induce  the  Examiner  to  declare  one.  When  he  failed  in  that, 
rather  than  take  a  patent  with  the  question  of  priority  between  him 
and  Cutler  undetermined,  he  availed  himself  of  his  statutory  privi- 
lege and  suffered  his  application  to  lapse.  He  knew  he  could  have  a 
patent  for  the  asking  at  any  time  within  two  years.  Within  that 
time  the  ruling  in  ex  parte  Cutler,  supra,  was  made,  and  promptly 
thereafter  he  filed  his  renewal  application  and  was  granted  an  inter- 
ference. It  is  evident  that  he  was  carefully  watching  proceedings  in 
the  Patent  Office,  and  that  he  was  quick  to  avail  himself  of  the  first 
opportunity  to  obtain  an  interference  with  Cutler. 

We  do  not  wish  to  be  understood  to  rule  that  it  is  not  within  the 
power  of  the  Commissioner,  whenever  he  entertains  a  doubt  as  to 
whether  there  has  been  an  abandonment,  to  require  an  explanation 
of  the  delay  in  filing  the  renewal. application.  We  confine  our  ruling 
to  the  facts  in  this  case. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  Is  affirmed,  and  the 
clerk  of  the  court  will  certify  this  opinion  and  the  proceedings  in 
this  court  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  as  required  by  law. 
Affirvied. 


{Coart  of  AhmbIs  of  the  DlEtrlct  ot  Columbia.] 

Anhbew  McLean  Company  v.  Adaus  Mancfacturino  Company. 

Decided  June  2,  1908. 

136  O.  G.,  440;  31  App.  D.  C.  S09. 

1.  Tbadb-Mabks — Oppositioh — "  Victoria  "  Associated  with    Medallioh   aud 

"  ViCTOB  "  DPoN  Pedestal  Sdppobtino  P^dube  or  Mounted  Khiqiit — 

DlBSIMILAB. 

Held  tbat  a  trHde-mark  consisting  of  the  word  "  Victoria,"  associated 
wltb  a  medallion  bearing  tbe  representation  of  the  head  of  the  late  Queen 
Victoria  and  surmounted  by  a  crown  suspended  from  the  letter  "  t "  of  said 
word,  does  not  so  nearly  resemble  the  mnrk  of  the  ofiponent.  which  consists 
of  the  figure  of  a  knight  on  horseback  resting  ntxtn  an  omsmental  pedestal 
bearing  the  Inscription  "  The  Victor,"  as  to  he  likely  to  cause  confusion  In 
the  mind  of  the  public. 

2.  Saub — Saub— BraoEN  of  Pboot. 

Where  the  Patent  Ofllce  baa  decided  that  the  trade-mark  of  each  party 
is  regiHtrable,  the  burden  la  on  the  oiiponent  to  show  that  as  a  matter  of 
fiict  there  la  snch  slmllHrlty  betweeu  the  marks  as  to  be  likely  to  cause  con- 
tn^oo  and  decelre  ordinary  purchaaera. 
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Mr.  A.  W.  Barber^  Mr,  J,  G.  Hedricky  and  Mr,  Lanier  McKee  for 
the  appellant. 
Mr.  T.  E.  Robertson  and  Mr.  B.  R.  Johnson  for  the  appellee. 

Shepard,  C.  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
dismissing  the  opposition  of  the  Andrew  McLean  Company  to  the 
registration  of  a  trade-mark  by  the  Adams  Manufacturing  Company. 

On  April  8, 1905,  the  Adams  Manufacturing  Company,  hereinafter 
referred  to  as  the  Adams  Company,  applied  for  the  registration  of  a 
trade-mark  used  upon  millinery  goods,  which  it  described  as  follows : 

The  trade-mark  consists  of  the  word  "  Victoria  "  associated  with  a  medallion 
having  thereoD  a  representation  of  the  head  of  the  late  Queen  Victoria  and 
surmounted  by  a  crown  sus|>endal  from  the  letter  "  t  "  of  the  word. 

This  was  passed  for  publication.  Within  the  time  permitted  after 
publication  had  been  made,  the  Andrew  McLean  Company,  hereinaf- 
ter called  McLean  Company,  filed  opposition  to  the  registration  by 
the  Adams  Company  setting  up  the  following  grounds : 

First :  That  the  said  trade-msrk  Is  an  Infringement  upon  the  trade-mark  of 
tile  opponent  consisting  among  other  things  of  the  words  "  The  Victor "  for 
the  registration  of  which  an  application,  was  Hied  In  the  United  States  Patent 
Office  on  the  24th  day  of  May,  1005,  under  the  namber  6.&35  for  linings  aod 
foundations,  crinolines,  sllk-flnlsh  linings,  buckrams  and  mulls  which  goods  are 
In  part  Identical  with  the  goods  for  which  registration  of  the  trnde-mark  No. 
285  Is  sought 

Second :  That  the  trade-mark  of  the  opponent  has  been  continuously  used  En 
the  business  of  the  opponent  or  Its  predecessor,  under  whom  It  claims  title, 
since  the  third  day  of  October,  1881,  and  that  such  use  by  the  opiwnent  is 
prior  to  any  use  thereof  by  the  said  Adams  Manufacturing  Company. 

This  trade-mark  of  the  McLean  Company  was  registered  December 
5,  1905,  and  is  described  as  follows : 

The  said  trade'mark  consists  of  the  figure  of  a  knight  on  horseback  waving 
aloft  a  standard,  the  Qgure  resting  ujKtn  an  ornamental  |)edestal  on  which  are 
Inscribed  the  words  "The  Victor,"  the  whole  being  surrounded  by  an  orna- 
mental t>order  in  oak-leaf  design,  all  as  shown  in  the  accompanying  drawing. 

The  mark  of  the  McLean  Company  appears  to  have  been  adopted 
in  1881,  and  that  of  the  Adams  Company  in  1895.  The  latter's  trade- 
mark first  consisted  of  the  word  "  Victoria  "  alone;  later  the  repre- 
sentation of  a  crown  was  added ;  and  later  still,  in  1901,  the  medallion 
showing  a  representation  of  the  head  of  the  late  Queen  Victoria.  It 
appears  that  since  1896  the  McLean  Company  has  been  aware  of  the 
use  of  the  name  "  Victoria  "  by  the  Adams  Company,  and  had  bought 
some  of  the  manufactures  of  the  Adams  Company  bearing  that  label 
at  various  times.  The  first  objection  to  that  use  began  after  the 
Adams  Company  applied  for  registration.  It  appears  that  while  the 
applications  of  both  parties  were  pending  in  the  Office,  the  McLean 
Company  asked  for  a  declaration  of  interference  which  was  denied. 
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Passing  by  some  minor  questions  raised  on  the  admission  and  ex- 
clusion of  certain  evidence  as  unimportant,  the  one  for  determination 
is :  whether  the  trade-mark  claimed  by  the  Adams  Company  is  iden- 
tical with,  or  so  nearly  resembles  the  trade-mark  owned  and  used  by 
the  McLean  Company,  and  appropriated  to  merchandise  of  the  same 
descriptive  properties,  as  to  be  likely  to  cause  confusion  or  mistake 
in  the  mind  of  the  public,  or  to  deceive  purchasers.  {See  Trade-Mark 
Act,  sec.  5.) 

It  is  urged  by  the  McLean  Company  that  its  goods  have  become 
known  to  the  trade  as  "  The  Victor  "  goods,  and  that  confusion  and 
mistake  in  the  mind  of  the  public  are  necessarily  caused  by  the  use 
of  the  word  "  Victoria  "  under  which  the  goods  of  the  Adams  Company 
have  been  offered  to  the  trade.  Assuming  that  the  goods  of  the 
McLean  Company  are  thus  known,  and  that  if  the  words  "The 
Victor  "  had  been  used  by  the  Adams  Company,  it  would  be  a  viola- 
tion of  the  acquired  right  of  the  McLean  Company,  notwithstanding 
its  association  with  a  distinctly-different  symbol,  we  are  not  prepared 
to  say  that  the  use  of  the  word  "  Victoria  "  would  necessarily  consti- 
tute such  an  infringement  While  there  is  a  slight  similarity  in  the 
sound  of  the  two  words  when  spoken,  they  give,  especially  as  printed 
in  the  labels  exhibited,  a  distinctly-different  impression  to  the  eye. 
But  we  are  not  considering  a  case  of  that  kind,  nor  one  of  unfair 
competition  in  which  the  evidence  of  the  manner  of  wrapping  or  put- 
ting up  the  packages  of  goods  might  be  important.  Neither  party  is 
using  or  claiming  a  use  of  the  respective  words  alone.  Each  has  in- 
variably used  and  registered,  or  sought  to  register,  not  the  words, 
merely,  but  those  words  associated  with  a  figure..  The  McLean  Com- 
pany's figure  is  a  knight  on  horseback  waving  aloft  a  standard ;  that 
of  the  Adams  Company  is  a  medallion  showing  the  portrait  of  the 
late  Queen  Victoria,  surmounting  a  crown,  suspended  from  a  letter 
of  the  word  above  it    As  has  been  well  said  by  the  Commissioner : 

It  la  dear  from  the  descrlptltHi  of  tbe  markB  of  the  respective  parties  atrave 
givea  that  tbey  are  not  Identical.  ITraiu  a  mere  coDlemiilatlon  of  the  marks  as 
they  are  shown  on  the  labels  submitted  by  the  parties,  which  accord  Id  each 
case  with  the  descrlpttoo  contained  In  the  application,  nnd  lu  the  opposer's 
r^stratlon,  it  must  be  concluded  that  there  Is  no  conflict  between  them,  there 
being  but  one  feature  of  possible  conflict,  namely,  between  the  words  "  The 
Victor,"  which  Is  a  part  of  the  opposer's  mark,  and  the  word  "  Victoria,"  which 
Is  a  part  of  the  applicant's  mark.  Tbe  pictorial  features  of  the  marks  are  very 
dlfTerent  and  are  each  very  prominent  in  the  respective  marks.  *  *  *  On 
the  wbule,  the  marks  do  not,  prima  facte,  conflict  and  we  must  therefore  look 
to  the  evidence  In  the  case  to  determine  whether  there  has  been  an  actual  con- 
fusion. Dotwitbstanding  tbe  different  appearances  of  tbe  two  marks.  Tbe 
burden  Is  upon  tbe  opposer  to  establish  tbe  existence  of  actual  confusion. 

The  appellant  contends  that  the  burden  of  proof  is  not  upon  it  to 
show  that  the  public  would  likely  be  deceived  by  the  use  of  the  ap- 
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pellee's  trade-mark,  but  upon  the  appellee  to  show  that  it  would  not. 
Xhe  cases  cited  all  apply  to  a  case  where,  upon  the  face  of  the  marks 
claimed,  it  is  doubtful  whether  purchasers  would  likely  be  deceived. 
Ko  such  case  is  presented  here.  Prima  facie,  the  two  marks  do  not 
conflict  in  this  respect,  and  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  appellant,  there- 
fore, to  overcome  this  prima  facie  case.  The  principle  governing  the 
burden  of  proof  is  the  same  in  all  cases.  It  is  for  this  reason,  as 
shown  in  the  cases  cited,  that  in  an  action  for  infringement  the  oniis 
is  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  defendant's  mark  is  in  fact 
likely  to  deceive  purchasers.  Here  the  Patent  Office  has  decided,  that 
the  trade-mark  of  each  party  is  registrable,  there  being  no  apparent 
conflict  between  them  as  described  in  the  several  applications.  We 
agre«  that  there  is  no  such  apparent  conflict.  Hence,  the  opponent 
of  the  registration  of  the  other's  mark,  has  the  burden  of  showing 
that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  latter  will  likely  cause  confusion  and 
deceive  ordinary  purchasers. 

The  evidence  on  this  point  has  been  carefully  reviewed  by  the  Ex- 
aminer of  Interferences.  A  further  review  is  unnecessary.  Having 
examined  it,  we  are  satisfied  that  it  does  not  establish  a  case  of  actual 
confusion  or  deception  arising  from  the  use  of  appellee's  trade-mark. 

The  decision  will  therefore  be  affirmed.  It  is  so  ordered,  and  that 
this  decision  be  certified  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  as  required 
by  law.    Af^rmed. 


[Court  of  Appnifl  of  Ihv  DlRtrict  ol  Columbia.] 

In  re  Mason. 

Decided  June  S,  1908. 

136  O.  O.,  441 ;  31  App.  D.  C,  539. 

Patewtabilitt — Double  Usr 

The  mere  combining  of  an  ordinary  calking  tool  or  blade  with  an  aato- 
lOBtlcallj'-opernttnic  pnenmntlc  hammer  which  Is  adapted  to  be  controlled 
and  ndjuated  by  hand  amounts  to  nothing  more  than  an  obvious  double  use 
that  wonid  natural!]'  occur  to  one  skilled  in  the  art  with  mind  directed  to 
cheapening  the  cost  of  shlpK^nlktug  and  does  not  rise  to  the  dignity  of 
invention. 

Sfr.  F.  T.  Chambers  and  Mr.  J.  E.  Eulbell  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  ir.  S.  Ruckman  for  the  Commissioner  of  Patents. 

Shepabd,  C.  J.: 

Appellant  has  appealed  from  a  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of 
Patents  denying  the  claims  3  and  4  of  his  application  for  patent,  as 
follows : 

3.  A  hand-tool  for  calking  the  seams  of  ships  with  oakum  or  the  like,  com- 
prising a  hollow  handle,  a  calUng-blade,  an  Intermediate  portion  of  which  pro- 
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JectB  beyond  Its  eada.  Bald  blade  bavlDg  a  sbank  alldably  supported  la  tbe  handle, 
and  an  automatic  hammer  In  the  handle  for  operating  the  blade,  said  tool  being 
adapted  to  rock  freely  In  tbe  banda  of  the  operator  and,  In  Ita  longitudinal 
rocking  motion,  to  present  different  portions  of  Its  calklng-face  to  a  seam  under 
treatment,  said  hammer  simultaneously  delivering  a  rapid  succession  of  blows 
to  tbe  blade. 

4.  A  hand-tool  for  calking  tbe  seams  of  sblpa  with  oakum  or  the  like,  com- 
prising a  hollow  handle,  a  ca  I  king-blade,  an  Intermediate  portion  of  which  pro- 
jects beyond  ItB  ends,  twld  blade  bnving  a  shank  slldablj  Biipported  in  the 
handle  and  of  such  length  as  to  afford  a  band-grip  between  the  handle  and 
blade,  and  an  automatic  hammer  In  the  handle  for  operating  the  blade,  said  tool 
being  adapted  to  rock  freely  In  the  hands  of  tbe  oi>erator,  and  In  Its  longitudinal 
rocking  motion,  to  present  different  iKirtlons  of  Its  calklng-face  to  a  seam  under 
treatmmt,  said  hammer  simultaneously  delivering  a  rapid  succession  of  blows 
to  the  blade. 

Without  repeating  the  references  showing  the  previous  state  of  the 
art  which  are  recited  in  the  decisions  of  the  tribunals  of  the  Patent 
Office,  we  think  it  sufficient  to  say  that  the  claim  of  invention  con- 
sists in  putting  two  well-known  devices  together.  The  applicant  has 
combined  an  ordinary  tool  or  blade,  in  common  use  in  calking  the 
seams  of  ships  with  oakum,  with  an  automatically-operating  pneu- 
matic hammer  which  is  adapted  to  be  controlled  and  adjusted  by 
hand.  Automatic  hammers  of  the  same  general  character  have  long 
been  used  for  operating  tools  of  many  kinds.  They  have  been  used  in 
chipping  stone  and  metal,  and  in  calking  the  seams  of  metal  pipes. 
The  automatic  hammer  has  also  been  used  for  calking  the  decks  of 
ships,  operating  as  part  of  a  machine  and  not  by  hand.  The  combina- 
tion of  the  applicant  is  doubtless  more  effective  than  the  one  just 
mentioned,  especially  so  as  the  latter  can  be  made  to  operate  in  con- 
tracted spaces,  in  comers,  and  upon  inclined  surfaces.  But  the  same 
thing  is  true  of  the  automatic  hammers  used  in  chipping  stone  and 
metal,  and  in  calking  the  seams  of  metal  pipes  and  fittings,  although 
Uie  last  process  is  a  quite  different  kind  of  calking  from  that  of  calk- 
ing ships. 

What  the  applicant  has  done  is  nothing  more  than  an  obvious 
double  use  that  would  naturally  occur  to  one  skilled  in  the  art  with 
mind  directed  to  cheapening  the  cost  of  ehip-calking.  That  his  combi- 
natifO)  will  doubtless  accomplish  this  desirable  result,  is  not  sufficient 
to  raise  it  to  the  dignity  of  invention.  It  is  only  when  the  question 
of  patentability  is  otherwise  in  doubt,  that  such  considerations  can 
have  weight. 

The  decision  was  right  and  will  be  affirmed.  The  clerk  will  certify 
this  decision  to  the  Conunissioner  of  Patents.    Aifirtned. 


,,  Google 
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DuTT  V.  Latshaw. 

Decided  April  li,  1908. 

IM  O.  0.,  658;  31  App.  D.  C,  236. 

1.  IWTBBfTSEKCE TKBTllIOHT ClBCUUSTANCEB    AWD    PBBBUUPTIOIT. 

The  testimony  reviewed  and  Held,  In  view  of  the  unquestioned  facta  of 
the  case  and  the  el rcuni stances  surrounding  the  tranaactlons  between  Lk 
and  D.  to  sustain  D.'s  claim  that  be  was  the  original  Inventor. 

2.  Same — Saue — 3aue. 

K.,  who  succeeded  D.  as  superintendent  of  L.'b  factory.  Qled  an  applica- 
tion for  the  Invention  In  Issue  at  L.'b  au^estlon  and  for  bis  benefit,  L.'8 
application  not  being  filed  until  after  the  Interferoice  was  declared  betweoi 
K.  and  D.    Held  that  this  strongly  discredits  L.'b  claim  to  Inventorsblp. 

3.  SAMG—ABAIfDONED  BxnXIUENT. 

D.  conBtmcted  a  model  pulley  embodying  the  Invention  In  laaue  in  1SS5. 
bnt  made  no  attempt  to  introduce  tbe  Invention  Into  commercial  use  or 
patent  it,  but  passed  It  over  la  favor  of  another  construction  until  1904. 
Seld  that  this  model  was  nothing  more  than  an  abandoned  enperlment, 
which  was  unavailing  as  against  a  later  conception  by  L. 

Mr.  C.  P.  Byrnes  and  Mr.  George  H.  Parmelee  for  the  appellant 
Mr.  F.  TF.  'Winter  and  Mr.  James  I.  Kay  for  the  appellee. 

Shepard,  C.  J.: 

This  is  an  interference  proceeding  involving  priority  of  invention 
of  an  improvement  in  pulleys  described  in  the  following  issue : 

1.  A  sectional  metal  pulley  comprising  rlm-aectlons  provided  with  spoke- 
recelvlng  holes  countersunk  on  the  outer  faces,  angle-oars  riveted  on  the  Inner 
faces  at  the  ends  of  said  rim-sectlons,  means  for  connecting  together  the  angle- 
ears  of  adjacent  rlm-sections,  hub-sections  formed  of  wrought  metal  having  body 
portions  semltubiilar  In  shape  and  provided  with  spoke-recelvlng  holes  extending 
therethrough  radially  to  the  axis  of  the  pulley  and  being  countersunk  on  the 
inner  face,  said  hub-sections  having  at  their  edges  radially-projecting  portions 
provided  with  bolt-receiving  holes,  and  spokes  having  straight  end  portions  pro- 
vided with  square  shoulders  and  tenons,  said  shoulders  bearing  against  the 
Inner  face  of  the  rim  and  outer  face  of  the  hub'Secttons  and  tenons  t>elng 
Inserted  In  the  spoke-holes  of  the  rim  and  hub  and  upset  therein. 

2.  A  sectional  metal  pulley  comprising  rim-sectlons  provided  with  spofee- 
recelvlng  holes  countersunk  on  the  outer  face,  hub-sections,  each  being  an 
Integral  solid  member  provided  witb  spoke-holes  extending  tberethrougb  radl- 
nlly  to  the  axis  of  the  pulley  and  luivlng  flat  seats  surrounding  said  boles  and 
radially-projecting  ears,  bolts  connecting  said  radlally-proJectlng  ears,  spokes 
having  straight  end  portions  provide  with  square  shoulders  and  tenons,  the 
shoulders  bearing  against  the  Inner  face  of  the  rim,  and  against  the  seats  of 
the  hub  and  the  tenons  extending  through  the  boles  In  the  rim  and  hxAt  and 
being  upset  therein. 

The  invention  is  a  split  pulley,  in  which,  the  hub  and  the  rim  are 
each  made  in  two  parts  and  bolted  together.  The  essential  feature 
consists  in  using  solid  arms  or  spokes  having  square  shoulders  and 
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straight  tenons  at  their  ends  which  enter  countersinks  formed  at  the 
outer  face  of  the  rim  and  the  inner  face  of  the  hub  and  are  riveted 
therein. 

The  first  application  for  this  invention  was  filed  by  Joseph  A. 
Kaplan  June  30,  1905.  This  application  was  filed  at  the  suggestion 
of  Latshaw,  who  had  an  assignment  from  Kaplan, 

John  T.  Duff  filed  July  11,  1905,  and  the  interference  was  first  de- 
clared between  him  and  Kaplan.  The  latter  failed  to  prosecute  his 
claim  and  dropped  out  of  the  proceeding. 

William  H.  Latshaw  filed  on  March  9,  1906. 

Duff  alleged  conception  in  1894,  disclosure  in  September,  1894,  and 
in  1895,  and  reduction  to  practice  in  February,  1905. 

Latshaw  alleged  conception  December  1,  1904,  disclosure  same  day, 
drawings  March  29,  1905,  model  constructed  March  5,  1905,  and 
reduction  to  practice  April  1,  1905. 

The  question  at  issue  between  the  parties  is  one  of  originality. 

Duff  was  a  mechanic  and  the  holder  of  several  inventions  relating 
to  pulleys  and  other  devices.  McNaugher  was  his  friend  who  had 
advanced  money  to  Duff  for  making  and  patenting  inventions,  and 
had  interest  in  the  same.  Latshaw  was  a  man  of  capital  who  had 
been  connected  with  various  manufacturing  enterprises.  He  was 
familiar  with  the  business  of  manufacturing  and  selling  pipes  and 
tubes. 

In  June,  1904,  Latshaw,  joined  by  Bhodes.  another  capitalist,  en- 
tered into  a  contract  with  Duff  and  McNaugher,  by  the  terms  of  which 
the  former  were  to  furnish  necessary  funds  to  undertake  the  manu- 
facture of  pulleys  and  belts  covered  by  patents  owned  by  the  latter; 
_  and  if,  after  construction  and  test,  the  inventions  were  found  satis- 
factory, a  corporation  was  to  be  organized  for  manufacture  and 
sale.  Forty  per  cent,  of  the  capital  stock  was  to  be  given  Duff  and 
McNaugher  as  payment  for  the  patents  which  were  to  be  assigned  to 
tlie  corporation.  Latshaw  and  Rhodes,  thereafter,  purchased  the 
buildings  and  plant  of  the  Bradley  Co.,  then  about  to  suspend  busi- 
ness. Duff  was  made  superintendent  of  the  work,  mechanics  were 
employed  and  experiments  begun.  McNaugher  had  a  desk  in  the 
office,  but  seems  not  to  have  been  specially  employed.  It  was  soon 
discovered  that  the  threaded-arm  pulley  of  Duff  was  not  a  commercial 
success.  The  threaded  ends  inserted  in  rim  and  hub  had  a  tendency 
to  become  loose,  and  were  thought  insufficient  to  bear  the  strain.  Two 
kinds  of  pipe-arm  construction  were  tried,  during  the  summer,  fall 
and  winter  of  1904.  The  first  of  these  had  arms  made  of  sections  of 
tubes  extended  from  hub  to  rim  and  were  united  thereto,  respectively, 
by  short  rivets  extending  through  holes  for  the  purpose.  The  ends 
of  the  rivets  projected  into  the  ends  of  the  tubular  arms.  They  were 
first  secured  by  shrinking.    This  was  found  impracticable,  and  the 
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tubular  end  was  next  secured  to  the  rivet  by  a  cross-rivet  ] 
through  both.  This  was  not  deemed  commercial,  aod  a  long  rivet  was 
substituted  for  the  two  short  ones.  This  long  rivet  passed  through 
the  tube  from  hub  to  rim,.and  was  secured  in  each.  Some  forty  or 
fifty  pulleys  were  built  after  this  plan.  Some  preparations  were 
made  for  building  the  solid-arm  pulley,  but  before  they  were  com- 
pleted, the  relations  between  Duff  and  Latshaw  became  strained,  and 
about  the  middle  of  March,  1905,  Duff  was  dischai^ed.  The  plant 
was  closed  for  a  few  days,  but  opened  up  before  April  1,  1905,  with 
Kaplan  as  foreman  or  superintendent  of  constructi<m.  Thereafter, 
the  solid-arm  pulley  was  manufactured  for  commercial  use.  For  a 
time,  a  beaded  rim  described  in  Duff's  patent  was  used  in  this  con- 
struction ;  but  it  was  abandoned  for  a  differently-made  rim.  After 
doing  this,  on  May  23,  1905,  Latshaw  addressed  a  letter  to  Duff  and 
McNaugher  as  follows: 

FUUbutv.  PO;  Hat/  tSd,  190S, 
Dear  Sirs: 

This  Is  to  notify  yon.  Id  pursuance  of  the  articles  of  aKre«Dent  between  ns, 
dated  June  9,  1904,  that  the  result  of  the  demonstration,  provided  tor  In  the 
articles  of  agreement  mentioned,  of  the  utility  of  patents  mentioned  and  referred 
to  In  said  agreement,  has  proved  unsatisfactory  to  us  and  we  hereby  eipresa 
our  desire  and  wllllngneas  to  reaselKU  to  you  all  of  the  Interest  In  the  said  pat- 
ents and  applications  for  patents  referred  to  In  the  said  agreement  now  held 
by  us,  and  to  discontinue  and  dlBcialm  any  interest  tbat  we  or  either  of  ub 
might  or  could  claim  in  said  patents  or  application  for  patents,  and  do  herdty 
now  deternilne  and  declare  that  the  contract  above  mentioned  and  all  the  pro- 
TiBlons  therein,  shall  from  this  date  be  nnll  and  void  and  not  binding  upon  any 
of  the  parties  thereto,  as  provided  therein. 

Yours  very  truly,  Joshda.  Rhodes, 

WW.  B.  L&TSHAW. 

Mc\augher  ceased  to  visit  the  premises  thereafter. 

Latshaw  claims  that  the  tube-arm  constructions  proving  unsatis- 
factory he  conceived  the  invention  of  the  issue  on  December  1,  1904, 
and  caused  it  to  be  constructed  by  Kaplan  on  or  about  April  1,  1905. 

Duff  claims  to  have  conceived  the  invention  long  before  this  and 
to  have  urged  its  construction  upon  Latshaw  as  early  as  September, 
1904;  but  that  the  latter  opposed  it  on  the  ground  of  greater  expense. 
Before  or  after  December  1,  1904,  a  model  was  made  in  the  factory 
under  the  direction  of  Duff.  This  consisted  of  a  solid  steel  bar  with 
tenons  and  shoulders  riveted  at  each  end  into  pieces  representing, 
respectively,  sections  of  hub  and  rim.  It  fully  illustrates  the  inven- 
tion of  the  issue.  The  question  of  originality  turned  chiefly  upon 
the  date  of  the  construction  of  this  model.  If  made,  as  alleged  by 
Duff,  in  September,  1904,  then  he  is  entitled  to  the  award  of  the 
invention,  as  Latshaw  does  not  claim  to  have  had  the  idea  before 
December  1,  1904. 
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Duff's  testimony  to  the  construction  of  this  model  in  December, 
1904,  was  corroborated  by  JicNaugber,  bis  son  Hugh  Duff,  and  by 
Cowen,  Ley  and  Heron,  who  were  mechanics  working  in  the  factory. 
The  Examiner  of  Interferences,  after  a  review  of  the  evidence,  was 
of  the  opinion  that  these  witnesses  were  mistaken  as  to  the  date  of  this 
construction,  and  awarded  priority  to  Latshaw.  The  Examiners-in- 
Cbief  affirmed  this  decision  but  stated  that  th^  were  "  somewhat 
at  a  loss  as  to  how  this  case  should  be  decided."  The  Commissioner 
concluded  his  review  of  the  testimony  by  saying  that  the  witnesses 
might  have  been  mistaken  as  to  the  time  when  the  model  was  made, 
and  added :  "  However,  on  the  whole,  the  evidence  so  far  considered 
seems  to  be  in  favor  of  Duff."  In  common  with  the  others  he  laid 
great  stress  upon  certain  circumstances  in  the  case  and  upon  certain 
conduct  of  Duff,  and  concluded  to  reject  the  evidence  of  the  certain 
date  of  the  construction  of  the  model  as  testified  to  by  Duff  and  his 
witnesses.  This  conclusion  was  baaed  largely  upon  certain  time- 
cards  of  the  factory  showing  work  by  Cowen  on  tlie  long-riveted 
tube-arms  late  in  November  and  early  in  December,  1901. 

Notwithstanding  the  great  weight  that  is  always  ^ven  to  the  con- 
curring decisions  of  the  Patent  0£Sce  tribunals  on  questions  of  fact, 
we  are  constrained,  after  a  careful  consideration  of  all  the  facts  and 
circumstances  in  evidence,  to  differ  with  them. 

We  think  that  sufficient  weight  has  not  been  given  to  some  of  the 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  Duff  had  a  conc^tion  of  the  invention 
of  the  issue,  not  derived  from  Latshaw,  and  that  the  model  illustrat- 
ing it  had  been  constructed  as  early  as  September,  1904.  As  before 
observed,  it  was  not  without  doubt  that  the  Examiners-in-Chief  and 
the  Commissioner  rejected  the  sufficiency  of  that  evidence.  There 
were  also  certain  well-established  facts  and  circumstances  in  the 
case,  to  some  of  which  great  wei^t  was  given  while  others  received 
little  or  no  consideration. 

It  is  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  burden  of  proof  was  upon  Lat- 
shaw as  the  junior  party,  and  that  in  resptect  of  the  facts  of  concep- 
tion and  disclosure  of  the  invention,  his  own  testimony  is  not  suffi- 
cient for  the  purpose.  Again,  as  the  model  illustrating  the  invention 
was  undoubtedly  made  by  workmen  under  the  instructions  of  Duff 
and  not  of  Latshaw,  the  latter  had  to  overcome  the  presumption  aris- 
ing therefrom  in  favor  of  Duff,  by  showing  that  Duff  was  merely 
canying  out  instructions  previously  given  to  him. 

Among  the  circumstances,  before  alluded  to  as  entitled  to  some 
weight  in  determining  the  contested  claim  of  invention,  are  these: 
Latshaw,  though  a  manufacturer  of  experience  had  no  practical 
knowledge  of  puU^  construction,  and  was  not  a  practical  mechanic, 
and  had  not  invented  anything  before;  while  Duff  was  both  a 
mechanic  and  a  former  inventor  of  pulleys.    Duff's  evidence  tended 
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to  show  that  a  solid-arm-pulley  model  produced  by  him  in  evidence, 
had  been  constructed  by  him  in  the  year  1895.  The  Commis^oner 
found  this  to  be  true,  and  that  this  model  contained  the  essential 
features  of  the  invention  of  the  issue.  There  seems  to  be  no  reason 
to  doubt  the  soundness  of  this  conclusion.  But  Duff  had  laid  this 
model  away  and  had  made  no  previous  attempt  to  introduce  it  into 
commercial  use  or  to  patent  it  He  evidently  passed  it  by  in  favor 
of  his  screwed-arm  construction,  and  the  pipe-arms  which  he  had 
interested  Latshaw  in.  The  Commissioner  rightly  held  that  this 
model  was  not  a  reduction  to  practice,  and  nothing  more  than  an 
abandoned  experiment,  which  was  unavailing  as  against  a  later  inde- 
pendent conception  of  Latshaw. 

The  importance  of  this  earlier  construction  as  a  circumstance  sup- 
porting Duff's  claim  to  the  revival  of  the  conception  in  September, 
1904,  as  claimed  by  him,  was,  however,  overlooked. 

Having  conceived  the  solid-arm  pulley  in  1895  and  embodied  that 
conception  in  a  model,  it  is  within  the  range  of  reasonable  proba- 
bility that  the  idea  may  have  recurred  to  him  after  the  failure  of 
later  conceptions,  especially  when,  under  the  arrangement  with  Lat- 
shaw and  Rhodes,  he  had  a  considerable  pecuniary  interest  in  devis- 
ing a  successful  pulley.  It  was  more  natural,  therefore,  that  the  dis- 
appointment of  his  expectations  in  regard  to  his  other  construction 
should  have  brought  back  to  his  recollection  this  former  invention 
than  that  it  should  have  occurred  to  Latshaw  as  an  entirely  original 
conception  of  his  own. 

Passing  by  the  evidence  of  Duff,  his  son  Hugh,  and  McNaugher  to 
the  construction  of  the  solid-arm  exhibit  September,  lft04,  we  have 
the  testimony  of  three  mechanics  to  the  same  effect  Cowen,  ap- 
parently a  skilled  mechanic  and  a  fair  and  disinterested  witness,  tes- 
tified that  in  September,  1904,  he,  under  Duff's  directions,  made  the 
model,  with  which  Duff  said  he  wanted  to  demonstrate  the  idea  to 
Latshaw.  He  said  also  that  Duff  told  him  that  he  had  formerly 
made  a  pulley  with  solid  arms.  He  had  no  memorandum  by  which 
to  fix  the  date  of  this  construction,  but  was  positive  that  it  was  made 
in  September,  1904.  He  said  also  that  about  a  week  later  Latshaw 
and  Duff  talked  of  the  solid-arm  pulley  in  his  presence  in  the  shop, 
and  that  Latshaw  said  he  could  purchase  the  tubing  cheaper  than 
the  solid  stock  for  the  arms.  In  January,  1905,  he  turned  out  six 
solid  arms  for  a  pulley  under  the  direction  of  Duff,  and  saw  Hu^ 
Duff  rivet  them  in  a  pulley.  The  works  closed  on  March  18,  1905, 
and  witness  left.  L^  and  Heron,  two  subordinate  mechanics,  testi- 
fied to  the  construction  of  the  model  in  September,  1904,  and  to  the 
making  of  a  solid-arm  pulley  before  Duff  was  turned  away.  Ley 
also  said  that  after  Kaplan  took  charge  as  superintendent  or  fore- 
man about  the  last  of  March,  1905,  he  explained  to  Kaplan  how  tha 
pulley  was  assembled. 
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The  dates  given  by  these  witnesses  -were  rejected  as  mistaken,  on 
the  strength  of  certain  time-cards  showing  that  work  had  been  done 
on  sample  long  rivets  for  tube-arms  late  in  November,  1904,  and  on 
the  evidence  that  work  on  long  rivets  preceded  the  construction  of 
the  model.  There  were  no  time-cards  in  September  showing  work 
on  these  long  rivets.  Those  time-cards  showed  general  tool-work. 
During  August,  September  and  October,  no  pulleys  were  made  for 
market,  but  the  work  was  in  putting  machinery  in  order,  experi- 
menting, and  making  tools.  The  witnesses  testified  that  it  was  cus- 
tomary to  enter  general  tool-work  on  the  time-cards,  unless  there 
was  a  job  of  some  s{>ecial  nature  requiring  some  length  of  time. 
They  stated  that  a  long-rivet  pulley  had  been  constructed,  about  that 
time,  and  that  its  construction  for  trade  was  at  last  contemplated. 
That  the  time-cards  of  November,  1904,  were  for  work  done  on  sam- 
ple rivets  which  were  to  be  sent  to  several  manufacturers  to  go  by  in 
filling  orders  therefor. 

Iiatshaw's  own  testimony  as  to  the  conception  of  the  s<^d-arm 
pulley  on  December  1,  1904,  and  the  construction  of  the  model  there- 
after has  some  support  in  these  time-cards  as  to  the  date  which  he 
claims.  But  he  has  no  other  witness  to  his  conception  and  disclosure 
at  that  time. 

Mrs.  Hite,  his  stenographer  and  confidential  clerk,  testified  that 
Latshaw  talked  of  the  solid-arm  construction  the  latter  part  of  No- 
vember or  first  of  December,  1904,  when  lie  paid  bills  for  the  long 
rivets  that  had  been  ordered.  She  also  said  that  she  had  heard  argu- 
ments and  discussions  between  Latshaw  and  Duff  in  which  Duff 
objected  to  the  solid  arms  because  of  the  additional  weight.  He 
wanted  the  pipe-arm  and  Latshaw  the  solid  arm.  In  her  cross- 
examination  she  stated  that  she  had  heard  these  discussions  "  along 
in  September  or  October."  Instead  of  sustaining  Latshaw  this  evi- 
dence tends  to  corroborate  Duff's  witnesses  as  to  the  earlier  date  of 
the  construction  of  the  model,  although  it  shows  that  Duff  was  op- 
posed to  its  use  because  of  its  additional  weight.  The  important  fact 
is  that  she  heard  these  discussions  in  September  or  October,  1904,  at 
which  time,  according  to  Latshaw,  the  invention  had  not  been  thought 
of  by  him. 

Another  witness  for  Latshaw  was  one  Hough.  This  witness  was 
a  traveling  salesman  for  pulley  manufacturers,  now  selling  for  Lat- 
shaw. He  fixed  his  dates  of  visits  to  Latshaw's  works  by  means  of  a 
diary.  His  first  visit  was  November  9,  1904;  his  second  March  14, 
1905.  On  this  first  visit  Latshaw  asked  his  opinion  about  the  pipe- 
arm  construction,  and  Duff's  knowledge  of  the  pulley  business.  On 
the  second  visit,  Latshaw  asked  him  what  he  thought  of  a  pulley 
built  with  a  solid  arm,  and  witness  gave  it  his  approval,  when  Lat- 
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Bhaw  described  it  On  May  27,  1905,  he  saw  a  solid-arm  pulley  coa- 
Gtnicted  in  accordance  with  the  description.  This  date  of  disclosure 
to  Hou^,  March  15,  1905,  adds  no  weight  of  consequence  to  Lat- 
ehaw's  claim  of  earlier  ccmception,  as  it  was  long  after  the  construc- 
ticHi  of  the  model  and  the  turning  out  of  a  lot  of  solid  arms  for  the 
construction  of  a  pulley,  and  but  a  day  or  two  before  Duff's  dischai^ 
and  the  temporary  close  of  the  works.  The  cross-examination  of 
Hough  developed  the  fact  that  there  was  shown  him  on  his  first  visit 
November  9,  1904,  a  finished  pulley  having  the  pipe-arms  with  long 
rivets.  This  supports  the  statements  of  Cowen  and  others  iii  regard 
to  the  construction  of  such  a  pulley  before  the  date  that  the  time- 
cards  showed  work  on  the  long-rivet  samples.  The  witness  did  not 
know,  of  course,  when  the  pulley  was  actually  constructed,  but  he  saw 
it  in  the  shop  at  least  ten  days  before  the  issue  of  the  time-cards  on 
which  such  reliance  has  been  placed.  He  was  not  mistakm  as  to  the 
date  because  he  kept  a  memorandum  showing  where  he  was  each  day. 
The  work  on  this  pulley  must,  therefore,  have  gone  on  the  time-cards 
of  earlier  date  under  the  head  of  general  work,  as  testified  to  by 
Cowen. 

There  is  another  circumstance  in  the  case,  apparently  ignored 
by  the  tribunals  of  the  Office,  which  we  think  tends  strongly  to  dis- 
credit the  claim  of  Latshaw  to  the  invention.  The  first  application 
for  patent  for  the  invention  was  filed  by  John  A.  Kaplan  on  June  30, 
1905.  This  was  done  at  the  suggestion  of  Latshaw  and  through  his 
patent  solicitors,  and  for  his  benefit  as  he  took  an  assignment  from 
Kaplan  at  the  same  time.  This  action,  utterly  opposed  to  his  own 
claim  of  invention,  he  undertook  to  explain  by  saying  that  he  was 
ignorant  of  the  law  and  supposed  that  the  mechanic  who  constructed 
the  device  was  the  one  entitled  to  the  patent  for  its  invention.  It 
may  be  true  that  he  labored  under  this  erroneous  impression,  but  the 
statement  is  an  improbable  one  under  all  the  circumstances.  Lat- 
shaw was  a  shrewd  man  of  business  who  had  been  c<Hmected  with 
manufactures  for  years,  and  must  have  known  the  important  part 
that  patent  rights  played  therein.  He  knew  that  Kaplan  had  done 
nothing  but  assemble  the  parts  of  a  device  that  had  been  completely 
planned  with  the  intention  to  manufacture  and  put  upon  the  market. 
He  thoroughly  appreciated  the  importance  of  securing  the  patent, 
and  took  the  precaution  of  procuring  Kaplan's  assignment  of  it. 
Kaplan  must  have  known  better,  as  he  stated  that  he  had  before  taken 
out  one  or  more  patents.  It  seems  strange,  moreover,  that  all  the 
facts  were  not  communicated  to  the  solicitors  who  were  called  tm  to 
prepare  the  application,  and  remained  undisclosed  until  the  inter- 
ference was  declared  with  the  application  of  Duff  filed  eleven  days 
later. 
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On  the  whole  we  think  that  Latshaw  has  not  oaly  failed  to  over- 
come &e  burden  imposed  upon  him,  but  also  that  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances in  evidence  sustain  the  claim  of  Duff. 

The  decision  will  therefore  be  reversed.  It  is  so  <»^ered  and  the 
clerk  will  certify  this  decision  to  the  CommisatHier  of  Patents  as  re- 
quired by  law.    Reversed. 


[Court  of  Apprkis  of  tht  District  ol  Columbia.] 

McAbthur  V,  Myoatt. 

Decided  June  2,  1908. 

136  O.  G.,  661;  31  App.  D.  C.  514. 

IHTEBFEBBRCE — RiDUCnOK  TO  PEACTICE — DlLIOEHCB. 

Wbere  tlie  Biq)e]]ant  establldied  conception  and  dlscloBUre  of  the  In* 
vaitlon  In  the  Bummer  of  1903,  btit  took  no  steps  toward  reducing  tbe 
invNitlon  to  practice  until  April  21,  1904,  wben  tie  Instructed  tils  attorney 
to  prepare  an  application  for  patent,  whicli  was  not,  liowever,  filed  until 
S^tember  19,  1904,  while  his  opponents  entered  the  field  on  March  1,  1904, 
and  in  excuse  of  his  lack  of  diligence  urged  that  hla  financial  condition 
was  such  that  It  was  Itoposslble  for  him  to  reduce  the  InTcntlon  to  practice 
earllw,  but  the  teetimonj  Bhowed  that  In  the  meantime  be  bad  enlarged  bis 
business  and  that  bia  gross  income  amounted  to  about  two  buudred  dollars 
a  month.  Held  that  tbe  showing  Is  Insufficient  to  excuse  the  appellant's 
lack  of  diligence. 

Mr.  Vernon  M.  Doney  and  Mr,  Thos.  Ewing,  Jr.,  for  the  appellant 

Mr.  F.  B.  Brock  for  the  appellee. 
Van  Orsoiil,  J. : 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patento 
in  an  interference  proceeding  affirtning  the  decision  of  the  Board  of 
Examiners-in-Chief,  which,  in  turn,  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  Ex- 
aminer of  Interferences,  awarding  priority  of  invention  to  appellee. 

The  invention  involved  in  this  controversy  is  a  combined  lamp- 
shade and  reflector,  and  is  onbraced  in  the  following  counts : 

1.  A  shade  and  reflector  composed  of  a  dngle  piece  of  glass  and  having  a 
neck  for  engaging  tbe  walls  of  a  cblmney  or  electric  balb.  the  Inside  of  said 
reflector  being  smooth,  the  outer  surface  of  said  reflector  being  substantlHlIr 
covered  with  series  of  Integral  prisms  calculated  to  reflect  the  light-rays  bade 
Into  tbe  reflector  and  out  at  tbe  open  mouth  thereof,  those  of  one  series  being 
raised  in  step-like  formation  above  those  of  the  adjacent  series. 

2.  A  reflector  composed  of  a  ringle  piece  of  glass  having  a  smooth  Inside, 
and  an  exterior  surface  covned  with  a  series  of  light-reflecting  prisms,  tbe 
different  series  being  superimposed  relatively  above  one  another  In  step-like 
formation. 

8.  A  reflector  bating  aeries  of  reflecttng-prlsms  disposed  almig  Its  outer  sur- 
face, those  of  one  series  being  disposed  along  a  curved  surface  and  removed  a 
suitable  distance  from  tbe  surface  of  disposition  of  tbe  next  adjacent  aeries. 
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Appellee  is  the  senior  party,  haring  filed  his  application  on  Mandi 
24,  1904.  The  application  of  appellant  was  not  filed  until  Septem- 
ber 19,  1904,  but,  through  inadvertence,  was  allowed  to  eventuate 
into  a  patent  on  March  14,  1905.  Appellee  then  amended  his  ap- 
plication by  inserting  claims  (the  counts  of  the  issue)  corresponding 
to  certain  claims  in  appellant's  patent,  and  requested  that  an  inter- 
ference be  declared.  This  was  accordingly  done.  A  motion  was 
filed  by  appellant  to  dissolve  the  interference  on  the  ground  that 
appellee  had  no  right  to  make  the  claims,  and  this  motion  was 
granted  by  the  Primary  Examiner.  On  appeal,  the  Board  of  Ex- 
aminers-in-Chief  reversed  the  decision. 

Appellee  testified  that  he  conceived  the  invention  in  issue  and 
made  sketches  thereof  as  early  as  September  30,  1903,  but  this  is  not 
corroborated.  The  testimony  of  Bartlett,  attorney  for  appellee, 
however,  clearly  establishes  that  he  received  from  the  latter,  on 
March  1,  1904,  sketches  disclosing  the  invention  in  issue,  from  which 
his  application  drawings  and  papers  were  prepared. 

Appellant  testified  to  conception  in  February,  1902,  but  no  cor- 
roborating evidence  was  offered.  It  appears,  however,  that  in  July, 
1903,  he  discussed  with  one  Unger  the  invention  in  controversy  and 
showed  him  a  wooden  pattern.  Unger,  upon  being  shown  two 
sketches,  (Exhibits  Nos.  6  and  7,)  which  disclose  the  invention  in 
issue,  stated  that  he  recognized  Exhibit  No.  7  as  a  sketch  of  the 
wooden  pattern  and  that  he  saw  something  similar,  either  in  wood 
or  on  paper,  to  Exhibit  No.  6.  The  witness  Lopez  testified  that  ap- 
pellant showed  him  a  drawing  (Exhibit  No.  3)  and  a  wooden  model 
(Exhibit  No.  4),  which  show  the  construction  of  the  prisms  one 
above  the  other,  in  August,  1903.  Appellee  has  attempted  to  show 
by  the  testimony  of  the  witness  Lenshutz  that  the  wooden  model 
has  been  altered  since  the  declaration  of  interference.  It  appears 
that  this  witness  saw  this  model  in  February,  1903,  and  that  he  does 
not  believe  the  lower  cuts  were  on  it  at  that  time.  However,  even 
if  the  witness  was  correct  in  his  statement,  it  does  not  follow  that 
the  model  was  not  in  its  present  condition  when  Lopez  saw  it  in 
August,  1903.  There  is  also  another  set  of  prisms  on  this  model, 
which  are  not  referred  to  by  the  witness.  The  testimony  of  these 
two  witnesses  is  deemed  sufficient  to  establish  conception  and  dis- 
closure of  the  invention  by  appellant  as  early  as  the  summer  of  1903, 

Appellant  has,  however,  failed  to  establish  a  reduction  to  practice 
prior  to  the  filing  date  of  his  application.  Although  the  first  to  con- 
ceive, he  was  the  last  to  reduce  to  practice  j  and,  therefore,  it  is  incum- 
bent upon  him  to  show  diligence  just  before  and  subsequent  to  March 
1,  1904,  the  date  on  which  appellee  entered  the  field,  unless  he  can  be 
excused  because  of  poverty  or  other  extenuating  circumstances.  Ap- 
pellant admits  taking  no  steps  in  this  direction  until  April  21,  1904, 
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when  he  gave  his  attorney  instructions  to  prepare  an  application, 
which  was  accordingly  done  and  the  papers  sent  him  a  few  days  after 
the  letter  was  written.  The  application,  however,  was  not  filed  until 
September  19,  1904. 

Appellant  attempts  to  excuse  his  lack  of  diligence  by  the  statement 
that  he  had  intended  to  make  molds  and  file  papers  at  or  about  the 
time  he  made  the  wooden  model  in  June,  1903,  but  his  financial  condi- 
tion was  such  that  it  was  impossible  for  him  to  reduce  the  invention 
to  practice  until,  in  September,  1904,  he  "  cleaned  up  in  gross  sales 
about  $1,000  in  cash."  It  seems,  however,  from  his  own  testimony, 
that  he  preferred  to  enlarge  his  old  business  rather  than  perfect  his 
new  invention.  His  gross  income  amounted  to  about  $200  a  month, 
and,  in  December,  1903,  he  acquired  a  second  office  at  a  monthly 
rental  of  $35.  He  also  sought  to  excuse  his  delay  by  the  fact  that  he 
was  seriously  embarrassed  by  the  defaulting  of  one  Wharton,  an  em- 
ployee, but  this  did  not  occur  until  the  summer  (the  month  is  not 
given)  of  1904.  This  was  after  appellee's  filing  date.  It  must  be 
held  that  this  evidence  does  not  excuse  appellant's  lack  of  diligence. 

It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  appellant  that  there  is  no  interfer- 
ence in  fact.  This  matter  has  been  determined  by  the  tribunals  of 
the  Patent  Office  and  with  this  conclu^on  we  agree. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  affirmed,  and  the 
clerk  is  directed  to  certify  these  proceedings,  as  by  law  required. 
A^rmed. 


[CoDit  o(  Aiipeali  o(  the  Dlitrlct  ot  Columbia.) 

Smfth  i>,  Foley.    Shfth  v.  Foley.    Smith  «.  Andebson. 

DeiMed  June  2,  1908. 

136  O.  a.,  850;  31  App.  D.  C,  518. 

I MTEBFEBKHCB — PUOBITT. 

Tbe  teHtlmony  considered  and  Held  to  afford  no  ground  for  disturbiDg 
tbe  award  of  priority  to  Foley  and  Anderson. 

Mr.  C.  M.  Nissen  and  Mr.  F.  T.  Brown  for  Smith. 
Mr.  Alan  M.  Johnson  for  Foley. 
Mr.  Alan  M.  Johnson  for  Anderson. 

Van  Orsdbl,  J.: 

These  are  appeals  from  decisions  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
in  interference  proceedings.  {Ante,  210;  136  O.  G.,  847.)  The 
cases  were  argued  together,  and  will  be  so  considered  in  this  opinion. 
The  subject-matter  of  the  interference  is  a  safety  device  for  elevators. 
In  No.  484,  judgment  was  rendered  by  the  Commissioner  in  favor  of 
Fo^ey  as  to  all  counts,  excepting  count  4,  which  was  found  to  be  cov- 
6002&— H.  Doc  1319, 60-2 33 


502       DECISIONS  OP  UNITED  STATES  COUBTS  IN  PATENT  CA8B8. 

ered  by  a  former  patent.  From  this  decision,  neither  B.  C.  Smi^i 
nor  Anderson  has  appealed.  Foley  has  not  appealed  from  the  re- 
jection of  the  claims  embraced  in  count  4.  Hence,  the  real  parties  in 
Ko.  494  are  Foley  and  E.  A.  Smith.  In  Xo.  495,  the  Commiasioner 
gave  judgment  in  favor  of  Fol^,  except  as  to  counts  6  and  7,  on 
which  jndgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  £.  A.  Smith.  R.  C.  Smith 
has  not  perfected  any  appeal  in  this  case.  Keitber  has  Foley  ap- 
pealed from  the  judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  E.  A.  Smith  as  to 
counts  6  and  7.  Hence,  the  issue  in  this  case  is  narrowed  to  Foley 
and  Smith  as  to  all  counts  involved,  excepting  counts  6  and  7.  In 
No.  496,  the  Commissioner  gave  judgment  in  favor  of  Anderson,  and 
from  this  decision,  £.  A.  Smith  has  appealed. 

As  to  the  parties  involved  in  this  controversy,  E.  A.  Smith  filed  hia 
application  on  February  6,  1905;  J.  N,  Anderson's  application  was 
filed  February  17, 1905,  and  P.  F.  Foley  filed  February  17,  1905. 

Originally  the  issue  in  case  No.  494  involved  seventeen  counts;  in 
No.  495  ten  counts;  and  in  No.  496  two  counts.  The  twenty-six 
counts  covered  in  different  phraseology  the  same  matter,  and  the 
issue  here  involved  is  embraced  in  the  following  connts: 

The  issue  in  No.  494; 

1.  An  elevator-car,  a.  clamping  derlce  tberefor,  and  a  differential  screw  bavins 
a  blgb-]iltcb  tbread  and  a  low-pltcb  tbread  tor  actuating  tbe  clamping  device. 

2.  An  elevator-car,  a  clamping  device  tberefor,  a  bigh-pltch  screw  and  a  tow- 
pltcb  screw,  said  screws  arranged  to  actuate  tbe  clamping  device. 

9.  In  a  safety  device  for  elevators,  the  combination  of  a  car,  guides  over 
whicb  tbe  car  Is  adapted  to  run,  a  claniiiiug  device  on  tbe  car,  a  blgb-pltch 
screw  arranged  to  move  tbe  clamping  device  against  tbe  guides,  a  iow-pitdi 
screw  arranged  to  tighten  tbe  clamping  device  on  the  guides,  and  means  for 
actuating  the  screws  by  the  motion  of  tbe  car. 

11.  The  cofflblDation  with  an  elevator-car,  gnldee  over  which  tbe  car  Is 
adapted  to  move,  a  clamping  device  on  the  car,  a  high-pitch  screw  arranged  to 
move  tbe  clamping  device  agaluet  the  guides,  a  low-pitch  screw  arranged  to 
tighten  the  clamping  device  on  the  guides,  and  a  governor  connected  to  be  ran 
by  the  car,  and  arranged  to  actuate  the  screws  when  tbe  speed  of  tbe  car  reaches 
a  predetermined  limit 

IT.  Ill  an  elevator  safety  device,  the  combination  of  a  car,  gnldea  therefor, 
clamplug  devices  adapted  to  engage  the  guides,  right  and  left  hand  screws  ar- 
ranged to  move  the  clamping  devices  qulcltly  against  the  guides,  right  and  left 
liand  screws  of  low  pitch  arranged  to  tighten  the  ciampli^  devices  on  the 
guides,  and  means  tor  actuating  the  screws  by  the  movemoit  of  tbe  car. 

The  issue  in  No.  495: 

1.  In  an  elevator  safety  device,  the  combination  with  holstway-ralls,  of  fric- 
tion members  ndaiited  to  engage  said  rails,  a  shaft  liaving  portions  provided 
with  threads  of  the  same  kind  or  direction  but  of  different  pltcb,  means  con- 
necting said  threaded  portions  to  said  friction  members,  and  means  for  auto- 
matically rotating  the  shaft. 

10.  lu  an  elevator  safety  device,  tbe  combination  of  a  car,  g:uldes  therefor, 
clamping  devices  adapted  to  engage  tbe  guides,  right  and  left  hand  screws,  ai> 
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jangeA  to  move  Ibe  clamplne  devices  Quickly  against  tbe  guides,  right  and  Mt 
band  screws  of  low  pltcb  arranged  to  tlgbten  tbe  clamping  devices  on  tbe 
guides,  a  governor  arranged  to  actuate  tbe  screws  wben  tbe  speed  of  tbe  or 
reacbes  a  predetermined  limit,  and  means  for  actuating  tbe  screws  hy  band. 

The  issue  in  No.  496: 

1.  A  mfety  device  for  elevator^  comprising  a  drum,  a  safety-rope  for  tanUng 
tbe  drum,  brakes  members  connected  wltb  the  drum,  rods  for  operating  tbe 
brakes,  said  rods  being  connected  wltb  tbe  members  to  move  aidwlse  and  means 
for  flrst  imparting  a  bodily  endwise  movement  to  tbe  members  and  rods  so  as 
to  apply  tbe  brakes  quickly  on  rotating  the  drum,  and,  snbseqnently,  rotating 
said  members  In  unison  with  the  drum  to  Impart  endwise  movemeit  to  the  rods 
for  actuating  tbe  brakes  slowly  and  more  powerfully. 

2.  A  safety  device  for  elevators,  comprlsii^  a  drum,  a  safety-rope,  the  enda 
of  whicli  are  secured  to  the  drum,  brake-levers,  members  on  which  the  drum  is 
Jonmaled,  rods  liavlng  heads  at  their  outer  ends  for  operating  the  brake-levers, 
said  rods  being  carried  by  tbe  members  and  connected  therewith  to  move  end* 
wiee^  and  toeaas  for  first  Imparting  a  bodily  endwise  movement  to  tbe  membera 
and  rods  to  apply  the  brakes  quickly  on  rotating  the  drum  and  subaequeatly 
rotating  tbe  said  members  In  unison  wltb  tbe  drum  to  impart  ^idwlse  movonent 
to  tite  rods  for  actuating  tbe  brake-levers  slowly  and  more  powerfully. 

The  invention  here  in  controvert  is  described  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Commissioner  of  Fatbits  as  follows : 

^te  subject-matter  of  tbe  interference  Is  a  safety  device  (or  elevators,  and 
while  tbe  devices  of  the  respective  parties  are  different,  each  Is  designed  to 
overcome  certain  defects  allied  to  exist  In  what  was  known  as  the  "  Blllthorpe 
safety."  In  this  device  there  are  mounted  on  ttie  car  clamping-Jaws  In  position 
to  grasp  tbe  guide-rails  at  either  Bide  of  tbe  elevator-sliaft.  These  Jaws  are 
located  on  tbe  outer  ends  of  levers  pivoted  Intermediate  their  length  and  pro- 
vided on  their  inner  ends  with  means  adapted  to  engage  actua ting-cams.  These 
cams  are  capable  of  movement  in  and  out  between  said  inner  ends  of  the  levera 
and  by  this  movement  swinging  the  levers  to  bdng  tbe  Jaws  into  aigagement 
with  the  guide-rails.  In  order  to  effect  this  movement  of  tbe  cama,  they  are 
mounted  on  tbe  outer  ends  of  shafts  which  are  threaded  on  their  inner  ^ids. 
Tbeee  threads,  which  are  of  reverse  kind  for  tbe  opposite  sides  of  tbe  car, 
work  In  correqranding  threads  In  opposite  sides  of  a  drum  capable  of  being 
tnmed  by  the  governor-rope.  This  rope  Is  attached  to  tlie  drum  and  after  a 
number  of  turns  around  it,  passes  to  the  top  of  tbe  shaft,  over  a  pulley  geared 
to  the  governor,  and  then  to  the  bottom  of  the  shaft,  aronnd  another  pnlley  and 
bach  to  the  car.  This  rope  normally  travels  as  tbe  car  does,  and  so  the  drum 
on  the  car  is  stationary ;  but  if  tbe  car  attains  too  high  a  velocity  tbe  goremor 
acts  to  grasp  the  rope,  holding  It  stationary  and  thus  unwinding  It  from  the 
drum.  This  causes  the  drum  to  rotate,  moves  tlie  ecrewHSbaft  and  Its  attached 
cams  longitudinally,  and  Imparts  movement  to  the  Jaws  which  grasp  tbe  rail, 
therAy  stopping  tbe  movement  of  the  car. 

The  invention  of  each  of  the  parties  to  tbe  Interference  is  designed  to  move 
the  Jaws  quickly  nntll  they  come  into  contact  with  the  rails  and  then  move 
them  more  slowly,  but  more  pow^ully,  to  force  them  tightly  against  tbe  rails, 
and  thus  bring  the  car  to  a  stop. 

The  issue  before  us  in  Kos.  494  and  49S  is  practically  narrowed  to 
a  controversy  betvreen  the  applicants  Patridt  F.  Foley  aad  E.  A, 
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Smith.  A  consideration  of  the  respective  claims  of  these  two  parties, 
with  a  later  reference  to  the  claims  of  Anderson,  will  be  sufficient  for 
the  purposes  of  this  inquiry.  Foley  is  the  junior  applicant,  and  the 
burden  rests  upon  him  to  overcome  the  presumption  of  priority  that 
attaches  to  Smith  from  the  fact  of  his  earlier  filing  date.  There  is 
a  decided  conflict  in  the  evidence.  Foley  testifies  that  he  disclosed 
the  invention  to  Smith,  and  that,  on  the  strength  of  the  information 
so  derived.  Smith,  shortly  after  the  alleged  disclosure,  filed  his 
application  in  the  Patent  Office.  Smith  in  turn  testifies  that  he 
disclosed  the  invention  to  Foley  which  resulted  in  Foley's  applica- 
tion. As  to  this  evidence,  neither  of  the  parties  is  directly  corrobo- 
rated, and  if  we  were  confined  to  this  evidence  alone,  Foley,  being  the 
junior  applicant,  would  fail. 

All  three  of  the  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  have  discredited 
Smith's  testimony,  and  have  found  upon  the  facts  in  favor  of  Foley. 
The  Examiner  of  Interferences  found  for  Smith  on  the  following 
ground: 

In  the  Tiew  of  the  matter  taken,  it  Is  held  that  Foley  is  the  first  and  original 
inventor  of  count  4  of  the  Issue;  that  he  disclosed  the  invention  covered  by  this 
count  to  E.  A.  Smith  on  January  6,  1905;  that  Foley  has  produced  no  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  prior  to  the  filing  of  B,  A.  Smith's  application  he  waa  in 
possession  of  the  specific  Invention  covered  by  the  remaining  counts  of  the  Issue, 
and  tlwt  therefore  his  evidence  Is  Insufflclent  to  prove  that  be  coold  or  did 
disclose  this  more  specific  form  to  E.  A.  Smith;  that  the  applications  of  E^Iey, 
Anderson,  and  R.  C.  Smith  disclose  no  mechanism  on  which  claims  correspond- 
ing to  counts  1  to  3  and  5  to  IT,  Inctnalve,  of  the  Issue  could  be  based,  and 
therefore  said  applications  do  not  constitute  a  constructive  reduction  to  practice 
of  said  connts  1  to  a  and  6  to  17,  Inclusive. 

The  Examiners-in-Chief,  in  reversing  the  Examiner  of  Interfer- 
ences on  the  technical  ground  above  stated,  said : 

If  K  A,  Smith  desired  to  raise  this  question  of  the  lack  of  tbe  otber  partiei^ 
right  to  make  the  claim.  It  should  have  been  raised  by  motion  to  dissolve  at 
the  proper  time.  Had  It  been  so  raised  tbe  other  parties  to  this  Interference 
would  have  been  enabled  to  so  amend  their  claims  as  to  biing  out  tbe  ciHnmcm 
patentable  subject-matter  In  the  eiipllcatlons  and  not  be  brought  togetber  only 
on  one  common  Issae,  count  4,  which,  as  will  be  stated  later,  is  in  our  opinion 
not  patentable. 

In  an  able  opinion,  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  affirmed  the  de- 
cision of  the  Examiners-in-Chief.  As  to  Smith's  failure  to  file  a 
motion  to  dissolve  the  interference,  the  Commissioner,  in  his  opinitm, 
said: 

EI  A.  Smith  did  ntit  bring  a  motion  to  dissolve  tbe  Interference  on  tbe  ground 
that  tbe  other  parties  bad  no  right  to  make  tbe  claims,  and  as  no  showing  was 
made  why  such  motion  was  not  brought  be  is  not  ^titled  to  urge  this  ques- 
tion under  the  provisions  of  Rule  130.  The  fact  that  no  auch  motion  bas  been 
made  does  not  prevent  the  tribunals  of  tbe  Office  from  constderlng  the  question 
of  their  own  motion  wbea  it  clearly  appeara  that  one  or  more  of  tbe  partleti 
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bare  no  rlgbt  to  make  tbe  claims  correepondlaK  to  some  or  all  of  the  connta  of 
tbe  Imae.  Wbere^  bowever,  do  sucb  motion  was  made  and  the  parties  bave 
dnrlng  tbe  whole  procedure  of  tbe  case  acquiesced  bi  tbe  position  taken  by  tbe 
Primary  Bzamlner  la  declaring  tbe  Interference,  a  decision  ahonld  be  rendered 
that  certain  of  tbe  parties  are  not  entitled  to  make  tbe  claims  only  In  a  clear 
case  where  there  can  be  no  doubt  on  the  question.  No  sucb  case  exists  ber& 
R.  G.  Smith,  Foley,  and  Anderson  each  sbows  a  spiral  cam  which,  as  stated  by 
the  Examlners-ln-Cbief,  Is  In  effect  a  mntUated  screw-thread. 

After  reviewing  the  facts  relative  to  the  alleged  disclosure  of  the 
invention  by  Smith  and  Foley,  each  to  the  other,  the  Commissioner 
admirably  reviews  the  evidence  as  follows : 

As  there  Is  no  direct  corroboration  of  either  of  tbeBe  stories,  it  will  be  neces- 
sary to  consider  tbe  testimony  offered  to  show  that  tbe  parties  were  In  possession 
of  tbe  Invention  prior  to  tbe  time  of  their  alleged  disclosures  and  the  conduct 
of  the  parties  and  the  surrounding  circumstances. 

Foley  claims  to  hare  first  devised  a  means  for  moving  tbe  clamp  of  an 
elevator  safety  at  two  speeds  In  1S88,  to  have  made  a  drawing  at  that  Ume,  and 
to  have  made  Tarloua  drawings  showing  different  forms  of  tbe  device  subse- 
quently to  that  time.  He  has  placed  In  evidence  six  drawings,  wblcb  are  desig- 
nated "  May  1888  Drawing,"  "  July  1SS3  Drawing,"  "  November  1895  Drawing," 
"  March  14,  1899,  Drawing,"  "  February  1903  Drawing,"  and  "  Working  Draw- 
ings, Sheets  1,  2,  3,  4.  and  6."  Tbe  Examiner  of  Interferences  has  fully  dls- 
caseed  tbe  testimony  of  Foley  and  tbe  witnesses  to  whom  these  drawings  were 
shown  and  by  whom  they  were  signed,  and  It  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  repeat 
tbat  discussion  here.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  tbe  testimony  clearly  shows 
that  Foley  was  In  possession  of  the  Invention  In  issue  as  early  as  1896.  The 
hand-operated  feature  wblcb  appears  in  bis  application  Is  first  shown  In  the 
1903  drawing.  It  is  also  shown  In  tbe  working  drawings,  which  are  alleged  to 
bave  been  made  In  1904.  As  to  these  dates  there  Is  no  sufficient  corroborating 
evidence.  It  is  stipulated,  bowever,  that  tbe  working  drawings  were  taken  to 
Mann  A  Co.  by  Foley  on  January  27,  1905,  and  bis  application  prepared  there- 
from. 

E.  A.  Smith  claims  to  bave  conceived  the  inv«itlon  in  Issue  In  1897  and  to 
bave  disclosed  It  at  tbat  time  to  Llndstrom  and  Mason,  superintendent  and 
chief  draftsman,  respectively,  of  tbe  A.  B.  See  Elevator  Company,  by  whom  he 
was  ^nployed,  to  have  made  a  sketch  of  the  Invention  in  1902,  and  to  have  at 
that  time  explained  tbe  invention  to  Miss  Constance  Wack  and  to  Frank  Zlttel, 
and  to  have  made  another  sketch  on  January  27, 190S,  wblcb  he  used  In  explain- 
ing on  tbat  day  the  invention  to  Marshall,  bis  attorney,  by  whom  bis  application 
was  prepared. 

Of  tbe  two  persons  to  whom  Smith  claims  to  bave  disclosed  bis  Invention  In 
IS97,  only  Mnson  Is  called  as  a  wltnen.  He  testlflee  tbat  In  1897,  wblcb  date 
be  fixes  by  reference  to  the  time  when  he  and  B.  A.  Smith  were  employed  by 
tbe  A.  B.  See  Elevator  Company,  the  latter  explained  to  blm  bow  be  would  use 
a  blgb-pltch  and  a  low-pitch  screw  to  move  the  Jaws  of  an  Ellttborpe  safety, 
first  qalckly  and  then  more  slowly,  bat  more  powerfully.  Mason  admits,  how- 
ever, tbat  be  Is  testifying  solely  from  memory  as  to  a  disclosure  alleged  to 
have  been  made  to  blm  nine  years  previously.  His  account  of  what  Smith 
disclosed  to  blm  Is  given  in  very  general  terms,  for  be  states  that  be  cannot 
recall  tbe  details  of  the  Invention.  He  also  admits  that,  altbou^  many  Im- 
provements In  elevator-safeties  were  called  to  bis  attention  while  he  was 
employed  by  tbe  A.  B.  See  Elevator  Company,  tbe  only  one  tbat  be  can 
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remeitdier  la  this  one  of  R  A.  Smttb.  In  view  of  tiwee  admlsslonB  his  testtmoiir 
is  cWrly  insufficient  to  corroborate  Smith's  cUliD  tbat  be  was  b>  poeaeaaloQ  of 
the  inventJoii  at  thiB  time. 

Smith  ba.e  introduced  fn  evidence  the  sketch  alleged  to  have  been  vade  ha 
1902.  It  bears  the  signature  "  Edward  A,  Smith  "  and  "  Frank  Zlttel "  and  Is 
dated  September  20, 1902.  The  sketch  la  badly  mutilated,  a  conald««ble  portlffi 
of  It  having  beat  torn  away.  The  showing  of  the  remaining  part  ie  oaty 
dlagrammattc  and  utterly  InsuHcient  by  Itself  to  form  a  dlacloaure  of  the  lav^- 
tlon,  though  E,  A.  Smith  points  out  the  portion  thereof  which  watt  intended  to 
Bhow  two  screwB.  The  condition  of  the  sketch  renders  it  Busplclous  and  Smith's 
explanation  tbat  it  waa  torn  because  some  grease  fell  on  It  while  be  was  com- 
paring It  with  an  Otis  safety  on  an  elevatorcar  Is  far  from  mnvixKlng,  both 
because  It  Is  not  apparent  why  Smith,  who  wna  tboronghly  familiar  with  the 
construction  of  the  Otis  safety  should  have  wanted  tn  compare  the  sketch  with 
an  actual  safety  and  because  the  spots  on  tbe  remaining  parts  appear  to  hare 
been  made  by  graphite  or  some  other  very  heavy  lubricant,  and  there  is  do 
Indication  of  any  tendency  of  this  to  spread.  The  testimony  of  Zlttel,  who 
signed  tbe  sketch,  Is  not  sufllelent  to  corroborate  Smith.  Zlttel  admits  that  he 
cannot  read  mechanical  drawings  and  the  sketch  Is  useful  to  him  only  In 
recalling  the  verbal  disclosure  made  to  blm  by  Smith.  He  la  therefore  testify- 
ing solely  from  memory  as  to  the  disclosure  four  years  after  It  Is  alleged  to 
have  been  made  and  after  he  bad  frequently  discussed  tbe  matter  with  Smith. 
His  statement,  moreover,  of  what  Smith  disclosed  to  him  does  not  Include  all 
the  details  of  the  device. 

Marahall  fnlly  corroborates  Smith  as  to  tbe  dlsclosnre  made  to  him  on 
January  27, 1905.  and  this  Is  the  earliest  date  of  possession  of  tbe  Invention  that 
can  t>e  awarded  to  Smith. 

While,  as  pointed  out  above,  there  Is  no  direct  testimony  corroborating  the 
testimony  of  either  Foley  or  Smith  as  to  his  alleged  disclosure  to  the  other,  there 
are  several  circumstances  which  tend  to  corroborate  Foley's  testimony. 

In  the  first  place  E.  A.  Smith's  testimony  la  discredited  not  only  by  reason  of 
the  1902  sketch  and  his  explanation  with  respect  thereto,  but  by  reason  of  two 
other  exhibits.  The  first  of  these  Ib  Smith's  notebook.  In  which  appear  two 
entries  with  respect  to  the  present  controversy.  The  first  entry  relates  to 
Smith's  alleged  dlscloBure  to  Foley  on  January  24,  1905,  and  the  second  to  tbe 
date  when  Smith  says  Foley  told  blm  that  he  had  applied  for  patent.  These 
entries,  which  are  the  onty  ones  relating  to  the  controversy  or  to  Smith's 
alleged  Invention  that  appear  In  the  book,  ere  not  placed  where  they  would 
have  been  if  tbey  bad  been  made  on  tbe  dates  In  question.  They  appear  neither 
In  the  space  allotted  to  tbe  days  on  which  tbey  arc  alleged  to  have  occurred, 
nor  directly  below  such  space,  where  tbey  naturally  would  be  If  tbe  space  was 
filled  by  other  matter,  bnt  are  entered  one  In  a  space  left  blank  by  Sunday  and 
the  other  on  the  margin. 

The  other  exhibit  1b  a  printed  copy  of  the  reflation  above  referred  to,  which 
bears  In  Smith's  handwriting  the  following  entry: 

".^antHMH  26,  1905. 

"  1st  Information  received  from  Ur.  Boyban  aa  to  tJie  exact  operation  of  tbe 
law. 

"  E.  A.  SurrH." 

Smith  testifies  positively  tbat  the  entry  was  made  on  the  date  which  It  bears. 
In  rebuttal  Foley  called  certain  of  the  officials  of  tbe  building  dqtartment  and 
several  of  the  employees  of  the  Brown  Company,  by  whom  the  regulation  was 
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prloted,  and  their  teaUmonj  ebows  that  it  was  Impossible  tor  Smith  to  have 
obtained  a  printed  copy  of  tbe  regulation  earlier  than  February  21,  1900. 

Boyban,  who  was  cblef  elevator-Inspector,  testinos  tbat  Foley  disclosed  the 
Invention  In  Issue  to  bim  In  the  latter  part  of  December.  1904,  or  early  part  of 
January.  1006,  and  that  tbe  day  after  the  test  at  the  Tirne^  Building  on 
January  fl.  190S,  Foley  told  him  tbat  be  (Foley)  bad  explained  tbe  invention  to 
ES.  A.  Smith  and  tbat  he  told  Foley  be  thought  be  was  making  a  mistake  in 
disclosing  bis  Inventitm  to  outsiders. 

The  conduct  of  Foley  and  E.  A.  Smith  was  in  marked  contrast.  Foley  made 
no  Epeclfll  baste  In  filing  bis  application  after  tbe  promulgation  of  tbe  building 
deportment  order,  ^ree  days  after  Smith's  alleged  disclosure  to  bIm  be  took 
to  his  attorney  several  sheets  of  well'WorkedMiut  drawings.  He  told  Smith  of 
the  fact  that  he  filed  his  application  and  Informed  him  of  tbe  progress  of  tbe 
prosecution  thereof. 

C  A.  Smith,  on  tbe  other  hand,  three  days  after  bis  second  Interview  with 
Foley  went  to  Marshall  with  a  crude  sketch  and  after  a  hasty  interview  In- 
structed bim  to  file  an  application  as  soon  as  possible,  since  be  believed  tbat 
Foley  intended  to  steal  his  Invention,  The  only  reason  he  could  give  for  that 
belief  was  that  when  be  told  Foley  of  bis  Invention,  the  latter  seemed  surprised 
and  opened  his  eyes  very  wide.  Smith  said  nothing  to  Foley  about  having  filed 
an  application,  and  It  was  not  until  tbe  Interference  waa  declared  that  Foley 
learned  tbat  tbis  application  bad  been  filed.  Foley  states  that  tbe  first  time  he 
met  Smith  after  receiving  tbe  notice  of  the  Interference  waa  at  a  test  at  the  atore 
of  Stem  Brothers,  and  tbat  be  then  told  Smith  In  exceedingly  plain  language 
what  he  thought  of  him.  Miller,  the  engineer  at  Stem  Brothers,  states  that 
Foi^  and  Smith  bad  a  beated  interview  on  the  day  of  the  teat,  and  while  he 
was  not  near  enough  to  them  to  bear  what  was  said  Foley  told  him  about  half 
on  hour  afterward  that  tbe  loud  conversation  was  due  to  the  fact  tbat  Smith 
"bad  Infringed  on  the  elevator  apparatus  which  be  had  invented."  In  view  of 
tbe  teetlmony  and  the  surrounding  circumstances  of  tbe  case  and  the  conduct 
of  tbe  parties  it  Is  held  that  as  to  the  common  subject-matter  of  tbe  two  cases 
E.  A.  Smith  was  not  an  original  inventor,  bat  derived  bis  knowledge  thereof 
from  Foley. 

As  to  No.  496,  E.  A.  Smith's  earliest  date  having  been  fixed  at 
iTanuary  2T,  1905,  there  is  no  difficulty  in  disposing  of  this  contro- 
versy. The  record  clearly  discloses  that  Anderson,  on  January  30, 
190K,  took  his  drawings,  which  fully  disclose  the  invention  in  issue, 
to  Munn  &  Company,  and  that  his  application  was  prepared  there- 
from. Anderson  is  corroborated  as  to  a  disclosure  of  the  invention 
as  early  as  December,  1903,  but  discarding  this  evidence,  it  clearly 
appears  that  he  was  preparing  the  drawings  which  were  taken  to 
Munn  &  Company,  and  had  them  fully  completed,  prior  to  Janu- 
ary 27, 1905,  Smith's  earliest  date. 

The  record  in  this  case  is  a  voluminous  one.  We  have  examined 
ttte  evidence  called  to  our  attention  in  the  briefs  of  the  respective 
parties  with  care,  and  can  find  no  possible  reason  for  disturbing  the 
judgments  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents. 

The  decisions  of  the  Commissioner  in  the  respective  cases  are 
affirmed,  and  the  clerk  is  directed  to  certify  these  proceedings,  as  by 
Uw  required.    A^hmed. 
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[Court  of  Appeals  of  tbc  Dlatclct  of  Colombta.] 

Kinsman  v.  Kintneb. 

Decided  May  5,  1908. 

186  O.  Q.,  1532;  31  App.  D.  C.  293. 

1,  iHTEBFEBEncB — RD»ircrroH  to  Practice — Lack  of  Dilioekcb. 

Where  it  appears  that  Kinsman  Installed  mecbaDlsm  embradi^  part  of 
the  Issue  In  1890  which  vas  experimental  In  Its  nature  and  foand  to  be 
unsuccessful,  and  lmmediatel7  thereafter  unsuccessfully  tested  a  second  ex- 
perimental device,  and  in  1892  and  1893  installed  a  system  embodying  ttie 
invention  which  after  being  used  for  several  months  was  taken  out  and 
discarded,  and  no  further  evidence  of  activity  on  the  part  of  Kinsman  was 
abowD  prior  to  the  Ollag  of  his  application  In  necember,  1903,  which  was 
subsequent  to  the  time  Kintner  entered  the  field  and  reduced  the  Invm- 
tlon  to  practice,  and  during  this  time  Kinsman  was  active  in  experlmmt- 
iuE  with  other  forms  of  invention.  Held  tliat  he  was  lacking  In  diligence. 

2.  Sake — Saub— Saue. 

The  object  of  the  patent  laws  la  to  foster  and  protect  Invention  for  the 
universal  beoeflt  of  mankind,  and  while  every  presumption  will  be  resolved 
In  favor  of  the  Inventor  who  delays  filing  an  application  until  he  has  per- 
fected hla  Invention  the  object  of  the  law  would  be  lost  to  view  should  we 
permit  the  displacement  of  nn  Inventor  who  Itaa  glveh  the  world  the  benefit 
of  his  discovery  by  one  who  has  permitted  his  Inveatton  to  lie  dormant  for 
a  decade. 

Mr.  Chas.  S.  Champion  and  Mr.  J.  F.  Heflerman  for  the  appdlant. 
Mr.  S.  T.  Fisher  and  Mr.  Ernest  Wilkinson  for  the  appellee. 

SoBB,  J. : 

This  is  an  interference  proceeding  involving  improvements  in  block- 
system  safety  appliances  for  railways,  in  which  an  automatic  power- 
controlling  device  carried  by  the  vehicle  is  adapted  to  be  actuated  by 
a  device  upon  a  line  of  way  when  the  track  is  obstructed  to  cut  off 
the  power  and  apply  the  brakes,  and  is  expressed  in  the  followiDg 
counts : 

1.  The  combination  with  a  line  of  way  having  a  normally  closed  electrical 
controlling-circuit,  of  a  vehicle  movable  along  said  line  of  way,  an  automatic 
routroller  governing  the  movement  of  said  vehicle,  a  trip  on  the  line  of  way 
and  movable  Into  the  path  of  said  controller,  and  electrical  trip-operating  means 
on  said  line  of  way  and  included  In  said  controlling-circuit  and  operative  for 
normally  holding  said  trip  out  of  action. 

2.  The  combination  with  a  line  of  way  and  with  a  vehicle  movable  tbere- 
along,  of  an  automatic  controller  governing  the  piovement  of  said  vehicle,  a 
trip  on  the  line  of  way  and  movable  into  the  path  of  said  controller,  and  a 
solenoid  connected  with  said  trip  and  electrically  operative  for  normally  holding' 
xnld  trip  out  of  action. 

8.  The  combination  with  a  line  of  way  and  with  a  vehicle  movable  there- 
along,  of  an  automatic  controller  governing  the  movement  of  said  vehicle,  a 
trip  on  the  line  of  way  and  movable  into  the  paUi  of  said  contioUer,  elec- 
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trlcal  trlp-operadng  means  od  Bald  llae  of  way  and  operative  for  normally  hold- 
ing said  trip  ont  of  action,  and  a  power  device  of  anotber  character  for  shifting 
Raid  trip  Into  action. 

4.  The  combination  with  a  line  of  way  and  with  a  vehicle  movable  there- 
along,  of  sn  electrical  controlling-circuit,  ao  automatic  controller  governing  the 
movement  of  said  vehicle,  a  trip  on  the  line  of  way  and  movable  into  the  path 
of  Raid  controller,  a  elgnnl  device,  and  electrical  means  on  satd  line  of  way  and 
governed  by  said  controlling-circuit  for  operating  eald  trip  and  signal  device  in 
ttarmony. 

5.  In  a  pyatem  for  controlling  the  movements  of  electrical  ly-operated  raiiway- 
veblcles,  the  combination  with  the  power-circuit,  of  a  normally  closed  control- 
ling-circuit governed  by  the  power-circuit,  and  means  for  de^nergislng  said 
controlling-circuit  and  aatomatlcally  breaking  the  power«lrcaIt  on  the  vAlcle 
and  applying  a.  brake. 

e.  In  a  system  for  controlling  the  movements  of  electrically-operated  railway- 
vehicles,  the  combination  with  the  power-circuit,  of  a  normally  closed  control- 
ling-circuit governed  by  the  power-circuit,  a  track-signal  governed  by  the  con- 
trol I  ing-clrcnit,  and  means  for  dei^nerglztng  Bald  controlllng-clrcott  and  auto- 
matically stopping  the  vehicle. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  and  a  majority  of  the  Examiners- 
in-Chief  and  the  Commissioner  in  their  decisions  awarded  priority  to 
Kinter,  the  senior  party,  who  relied  solely  upon  his  filing  date  as  his 
date  of  conception  and  reduction  to  practice. 

In  his  original  preliminary  statement  filed  April  25,  1905,  Kins- 
man, the  junior  party,  alleges  that  he  conceived  the  inyention  of  the 
'  issue  in  the  summer  of  1890  and  that  he  made  drawings  and  disclosed 
the  invention  to  others  during  that  year  and  1893.  He  does  not 
claim  that  he  ever  made  a  model  of  the  invention.  His  preliminary 
statement  also  contains  the  admission — 

that  he  has  never  embodied  the  whole  of  the  Invention  constitnting  the  subject- 
matter  of  this  Interference  in  a  full-sized  apparatus,  but  that  he  has  embodied 
parts  of  the  same  In  automatic  train-stopping  systems  which  bare  been  aucceSB- 
fully  reduced  to  practice  and  used  for  long  periods  of  time,  sucb  a  syatem  hav- 
ing been  installed  by  him  In  the  summer  of  the  year  1890  on  the  Fitchburg 
Railroad  In  Uassacbusetts  and  used  on  said  road  for  a  considerable  period  of 

It  appears  that  Kinsman  installed  mechanism  embracing  parts  of 
the  subject-matter  of  counts  1, 2,  and  3  of  the  issue  upon  the  Fitchburg 
Kailroad  at  Ayer  Junction,  Mass.,  about  1890.  This  device,  which  was 
experimental  in  its  nature,  was  found  to  be  unsuccessful  and  was  dis- 
carded. Immediately  thereafter  a  second  device  was  installed  which 
embodied  the  subject-matter  of  counts  1,  2,  and  3  of  this  interference 
and  of  count  4  except  the  signaling  device.  This  second  device  was 
experimentally  tested  and  was  found  to  be  subject  to  objections. 
Kinsman  testified  that  he  did  not  consider  it  a  good  type  of  auto- 
matic train-stopping  device  for  open  country  for  several  stated  rea- 
sons. This  device  followed  the  fate  of  the  first  and  was  superseded 
by  a  third  experimental  system,  which,  however,  did  not  involve  the 
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subject-matter  of  counts  1,  2,  3,  and  4  of  the  ifssue.  Kinanan  testified 
that  at  the  tenuination  of  his  experiments  od  the  Fitchburg  Railroad 
at  Ayer  Junction  all  equipment  which  he  installed  in  connection  with 
those  experiments  "  was  removed  and  the  larger  part  of  it  put  into 
junk."  Nothing  further  was  ever  done  by  Kinsman  toward  installing 
either  the  first  or  the  second  experimental  equipments.  He  did,  how- 
ever, in  1892  and  1893  equip  a  few  miles  of  the  Chicago  &  Evanston 
division  of  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Railroad  with  an  auto- 
matic stopping  system  of  the  fixed-contact  type  last  adopted  at  Ayer 
Junction,  which  system  was  used  in  regular  service  for  several  months 
when  it  was  taken  out  and  discarded.  The  next  evidence  of  activity 
on  the  part  of  Kinsman  was  the  filing  of  his  application  herein  on 
December  1,  1903,  which,  it  will  be  noted,  was  ten  years  after  the 
experiments  which  it  must  be  held  he  permitted  to  become  abandimed. 
The  evidence  shows  that  during  this  time  he  was  active  in  experi- 
menting with  other  forms  of  inventions,  and  that  he  took  out  several 
patents  during  the  interval  between  1893  and  the  date  of  the  filing  of 
bis  application  herein.  It  further  appears  that  many  thousands  of 
dollars  were  expended  during  this  period  in  exploiting  his  inventions. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  in  referring  to  his  lack  of  diligence 
said: 

If,  bowever,  it  be  granted  tbat  ElDsman  bad  conceived  the  inv^ittoTi  In  1893, 
wblch  It  Is  Dot,  there  IB  do  sufflcleot  sbowloK  a'  dillsence  In  reducing  aacli  con- 
ception to  practice.  He  was  admittedly  active  in  eiperlmentlDg  witb  other 
forms  of  Inventtoa  along  tbe  same  line,  and  took  out  eevn^l  patents  Id  the 
Interval  betweeD  1893  and  December,  1903.  *  *  *  In  the  present  cbm  tbe 
delay  covers  a  period  of  more  than  ten  years,  during  wblcb  time  several  pat- 
ents were  granted  to  Klnsmaa  upon  allied  Inventions  wblle  there  appears  to 
have  been  no  special  effort  to  either  actually  or  constructively  reduce  tbe  Idvw- 
tlon  stated  in  counts  5  and  fl  of  tbe  Issue  to  practice.  He  was  not  active  at  Ibe 
time  Klntner  entered  the  field.  April  14,  1903,  and  did  not  become  active  antll 
about  tbe  tbne  be  filed  bis  application,  December  1,  1903.  It  must,  therefore,  be 
held  that  Kinsman  was  also  lacking  In  diligence  in  reducing  to  practice  tlie 
Invention  defined  In  counts  S  and  6. 

The  Examiners-in-Chief  in  their  opinion,  in  discussing  Kinsman's 
lack  of  diligence,  said : 

There  Is  absolutely  do  evidence  upon  whicb  to  fonDd  a  holding  tbat  KtnsmaD 
was  diligent  While  he  filed  hts  application  less  than  eight  months  after 
Klntner  be  was  doing  nothing  with  this  Invention  when  klntner  filed,  and  bad 
been  doing  nothing  for  ten  years. 

The  Commissioner  in  his  decision  also  finds  Kinsman  lacking  in 
diligence. 

It  Is  alleged  that  the  state  of  Klsuan's  health  and  bis  financial  condition  were 
such  as  to  excuse  bis  delay.  It  does  not  appear  that  either  of  these  was  tbe 
cause  of  his  failure  to  do  anything  with  this  Invention  after  tbe  work  at  Ayer 
Junction.  He  was  very  busy  about  other  forms  of  his  Inventloa  and  a  small 
part  of  tbe  money  which  be  expended  tbereoo  would  have  euablsd  bjm  to  bare 
reduced  the  Invention  to  practice,  at  least  constructively. 
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As  has  many  times  been  said,  the  object  of  the  p^ent  lavs  is  to 
feeter  and  protect  invention  for  the  universal  beae&^  of  mankind, 
and,  while  every  presumption  will  be  resolved  in  favor  of  the  in- 
ventor who  delays  filing  an  application  until  he  has  perfected  his 
invention,  the  object  of  the  law  would  be  lost  to  view  should  we 
permit  the  displacement  of  ao  invoitor  who  has  given  the  world  the 
benefit  of  his  discovery  by  one  who  has  permitted  his  invention  to 
He  dormant  for  a  decade. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  affirmed,  and  the 
cleric  of  the  court  will  certify  this  opinion  and  the  proceedings  in 
this  court  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  as  required  by  law.  Af- 
■ftrmed. 


[Court  at  Ap|>eals  «t  tha  Dl»trl(t  ot  ColumU*.] 

Ebbet  v.  Stab  Breweby  Company. 

Decided  June  e,  1908. 

136  O.  G^  1633;  31  App.  D.  C,  507. 

TbaUE-MaBKS— iNTBBPEBENCB— HABKS  IHCLUDIETO  STAS  AS  PUNOIFAI.  FkaTDKE. 

Heli  that  a  trade-mark  wnalstluK  of  a  afx-polnted  ttar  witb  tbe  letters 
"  G  E  "  Inscribed  In  moaograni  Id  tlie  center  so  nearly  resembles  tbe  trade- 
mark consisting  of  a  six-pointed  star  surrounded  by  two  circles,  having 
Inscribed  between  tbe  Inner  and  outer  circles  tbe  words  "Tbe  Celebrated 
Star  Lager  Beer,"  as  to  cause  confusion  In  the  mind  of  the  public  and 
deceive  purcbaaefa. 

Mr.  Wallace  Green  and  Mr.  Melville  Church  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  F.  B.  Brock  for  the  appellee. 

Vak  Obsdel,  ^..' 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
in  an  interference  proceeding  (C.  D.,  1907,  346;  ISl  O.  G.,  688)  in- 
volving the  right  of  appellant  to  register,  as  a  trade-mark,  "  the 
representation  of  a  star  for  lager  beer."  It  appears  that  on  June  9, 
1896,  appellant  Ehret  registered  a  trade-mark  for  lagw-beer  consist- 
ing of  a  aiz-pointed  star,  with  the  letters  "  G  E  "  inscribed  in  mono- 
gram in  the  center.  On  April  19, 1905,  he  applied  for  the  registration 
of  the  same  mark  under  the  present  law.  Appellee,  the  Star  Brewery 
Company,  on  September  5,  1893,  registered  a  trade-mark  consisting 
of  a  six -pointed  star  surrounded  by  two  circles  having  inscribed  be- 
tween the  inner  and  outer  circle  the  words,  "  The  Celebrated  Star 
Lager  Beer." 

It  was  held  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferoices,  and  affirmed  by  the 
Commissioner,  that  Ehret  was  not  entitled  to  rercgistration,  for  the 
reason  that  his  mark  so  nearly  resembled  the  mark  of  appellee  as  to 
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be  likely  to  cause  confusion  in  the  mind  of  the  public.  Section  5  of 
the  act  of  Congress  approved  February  20, 1905,  among  other  things, 
provides — 

tbat  trade-marks  wblcb  are  identical  witb  a  registered  or  known  trade-mark 
owned  or  In  use  by  another,  and  appropriated  to  mercbandlse  of  tbe  same 
descriptive  properties,  or  wblcb  bo  nearly  resemble  a  registered  or  known  trade- 
mark, owned  or  in  use  by  another  and  appropriated  to  mercbandiM  of  the  same 
descriptive  properties  as  to  be  likely  to  canse  confusion  or  mistake  In  the  minds 
of  the  public  or  to  deceive  purchasers  shall  not  be  registered. 

The  mark  of  appellee  and  the  one  here  sought  to  be  registered  by 
Ehret  are  intended  to  be  used  on  merchandise  of  the  same  descriptive 
properties,  namely  lager-beer. 

The  dominant  feature  of  the  above  marks  is  the  six-pointed  star, 
and,  while  the  two  marks  show  a  difference  in  details,  we  are  of  the 
opinion  that  the  main  feature  of  each  is  such  as,  of  necessity,  to 
designate  tbe  goods  on  which  they  are  used  as  Star  Brand  lager-beer. 
This  being  true,  under  the  former  decisions  of  this  court,  we  will 
have  to  hold  that  the  use  of  the  mark  sought  to  be  registered  by 
Ehret  on  lager-beer  would  tend  to  confuse  the  mind  of  the  public 
with  that  of  the  registered  mark  of  the  appellee.  {In  re  Indian 
Portland  Cement  Co.,  ante,  361;  134  O.  G.,  518.) 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  affirmed,  and  the 
clerk  will  certify  these  proceedings  as  required  by  law.    A^rmed. 


tCouTt  at  Appeals  of  tbe  DlBtrlct  of  Columbia.] 

Mell  V.  MroOLEY. 

Decided  June  S,  1908. 

186  O.  O.,  1S34 :  31  App.  D.  C,  G34. 

1.  RuLis  or  Pa&oncE — Bikdino  Force  of. 

Tbe  Rules  of  Practice  In  tbe  Patent  Office  wbm  not  in  conflict  witb  law 
have  the  full  force  and  effect  of  statutea  As  tbe  approval  of  such  rules 
by  tlie  Secretary  of  tlie  Interior  Is  necessary  to  the  adoption  and  eetablish- 
ment  of  such  rules,  the  contrary  Is  true  that  where  a  rule  of  procedure  Is 
In  force  It  can  only  be  repealed,  niodlfled.  or  suspended  by  tbe  Commlssiooer 
witb  tbe  approval  of  tbe  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

2.  Uttbbtebencb— Appeal  to   Oocbt   oh    Pbiobitt — PATKKTABnjTT   Nor   Ooh- 

SIDEBBP. 

Tbe  question  of  tbe  patentability  of  an  invention  Is  not  one  for  detesv 
ralnatlon  by  tbe  court  of  appeals  upon  an  appeal  from  a  decision  on  priority. 

3.  Sake — Saub — Rggulabity  of  Goiiiiisbioreb'h  AtmoN. 

After  an  adverse  decision  by  the  Primary  Blzamlner  upon  a  motion  to 
dissolve  decisions  on  priority  were  rendered  by  the  Elxamlner  of  Interfer- 
ences and  the  Examiners-ln-Cblef  and  appeal  was  taken  to  tbe  Commla- 
Bloner  of  Patents  from  tbe  latter  decldon.    Fending  this  appeal  a  successor 
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o(  the  Primary  Bxatniner  requested  Jurisdiction  of  the  interference  for  the 
purpose  of  conslderlQK  the  patentability  of  the  Issae.  Snch  request  was 
granted,  and  the  Primary  Ena miner  dissolved  the  Interference  upon  the 
ground  that  the  lisue  was  not  patentable.  Upon  petition  to  the  Oommln- 
sloner  the  dectsloo  of  the  Primary  Examiner  was  set  aside  and  the  inter- 
ference was  restored  to  its  prior  c<aidltlon  of  appeal  to  the  Conunlasloner 
on  priority.  On  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  from  the  decision  of  the 
CommisBloner,  Eeld  that  the  regularity  of  the  action  of  the  Cotnmlssloiier 
in  setting  aside  the  decision  of  the  Primary  Examiner  dissolving  the  Inter- 
ference Is  not  a  question  for  the  consideration  of  the  court 

Mr,  William  E.  Dyre  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  W.  B.  CoruAn  for  the  appellee. 

Van  Obsdel,  /..* 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
in  an  interference  proceeding.  The  issue  is  involved  in  the  follo-wiog 
counts: 

1.  In  a  v^lcle-wheel,  the  combination  with  a  main  rim  member  and  a  remov- 
able side  flange,  said  main  rim  member  having  a  bead  or  rib  extending  toward 
the  center  of  the  wheel  and  a  removable  side  fiange  having  a  similar  bead  or 
rib,  of  an  expanding  locking-ring  engaging  both  of  said  ribs  or  beads. 

2.  The  combination  with  a  wheel-rim,  of  a  ring  having  an  outwardly-ex tend- 
ing and  Inward ly-tumed  flange  at  one  edge  to  engage  the  tire,  and  extending 
across  and  secured  to  the  outer  surface  of  the  rim,  a  ring  having  an  outwardly- 
extending  and  Inward ly-lumed  flange  to  engage  the  tire  at  the  other  side, 
flanges  on  the  adjacent  edges  of  satd  rings  extending  inward  therefrom  parallel 
with  one  side  of  the  rim,  and  a  eerered  ring  engaging  said  flanges  to  secure  the 
rings  togeth». 

The  appellant,  Tod  J.  Mell,  filed  his  application  for  Letters  Patent 
on  December  19,  1905,  and  the  appellee,  Thomas  Midgley  filed  his 
application  on  April  29, 1905.  The  interference  was  declared  October 
23,  1906.  In  his  preliminary  statement,  Mell  alleged  dates  subse- 
quent to  the  filing  date  of  Midgley.  On  the  face  of  the  record, 
Midgley  was  entitled  to  a  judgment  of  priority.  Confronted  with 
this  embarrassing  situation,  Mell  filed  a  motion  to  dissolve  the  inter- 
ference on  the  ground  c*  the  non-patentability  of  the  invention  in 
view  of  certain  prior  patents.  This  motion  wa-s  denied  by  the  Pri- 
mary Examiner.  The  interference  came  on  for  hearing  before  the 
Examiner  of  Interferences,  and  a  judgment  of  priority  was  rendered 
in  favor  of  Midgley.  Mell  appealed  to  the  Board  of  Examiners-in-> 
Chief,  where  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  was 
affirmed.  Mell  then  appealed  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  where 
the  case  was  set  for  hearing  on  October  1, 1907. 

It  may  be  stated  that  on  each  appeal,  Mell  was  insisting  upon  the 
non-patentability  of  the  invention  in  issue,  in  view  of  the  prior  pat- 
ent to  one  Harris,  to  which  he  referred  specifically  in  his  motion  to 
dissolve  the  interference  before  the  Primary  Examiner. 
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On  August  30,  1907,  the  Primary  Eswniner  of  Division  No.  41 
requested  that  further  proceedings  in  the  interference  be  suspended 
and  jurisdiction  be  restored  to  him  to  consider  the  patentability  of 
the  issue.  This  request  was  granted  by  the  Commissioner,  and,  on 
September  12,  1907,  the  Examiner  decided  the  invention  involved 
in  the  issue  unpatentable.  This  decision  was  based  entirely  upon  tb« 
Harris  patent,  which  had  been  considered  by  his  predecessor  on  the 
motion  to  dissolve  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  and  by  the 
Ezaminers-in-Chief,  and  which  was  suggested  by  Mell  in  the  appeal 
to  the  Commissioner. 

Midgley  then  filed  a  petition  on  September  24,  1907,  praying  the 
Commissioner — 

that  all  proceedings  In  the  abore-entLtled  case  Bnbaequent  to  tbe  appeal  to  jitvr 
honor  on  the  merfts,  which  waa  set  for  hearing  Oct.  1,  1B07,  be  aet  atidei  and 
the  Interference  restored  to  the  condition  It  was  In  on  the  15th  daj  of  August, 
1907.  And  further  that  proceedings  In  the  Interference  be  suspended  peodlng 
the  determloatlon  of  this  petition. 

The  petition  was  granted  by  the  Commissioner,  and  the  case  on 
appeal  came  on  for  final  hearing.  On  December  6,  1907,  the  Com- 
missioner affirmed  the  decision  of  the  Ezaminers-in-Chief.  Mell 
filed  a  motion  for  a  rehearing,  urging  that  tbe  Commissioner  had 
exceeded  his  jurisdiction  in  granting  the  petiticm  of  Midgley  and 
setting  aside  the  decision  of  the  Primary  Examiner  of  Division  41. 
This  motion  was  denied,  and,  thereupon,  this  appeal  was  taken. 

It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  appellant  that  tbe  case  is  not  prop- 
erly before  this  court,  and  should  be  remanded,  with  instructions  to 
the  Commissioner  to  proceed  with  the  case  in  accordance  with  the 
rules  regulating  procedure  in  the  Patent  Office.  The  interfer«aoe 
was  suspended  by  the  Commissioner,  and  the  matter  referred  to  the 
Primary  Examiner,  under  Kule  128,  which  is  as  follows: 

If,  during  the  pendency  of  art  Interfertnce,  a  reference  be  found,  the  later- 
ference  maj'  be  auBpeuded  at  tbe  request  of  the  Primary  Examiner  nntll  the 
final  detenu Inatltm  of  tbe  pertinency  and  effect  of  tbe  reference  and  lotertference 
shall  then  be  dissolved,  or  continued,  as  tbe  result  of  such  determinatloa.  The 
consideration  of  such  reference  shall  be  inter  partes. 

It  is  insisted  that,  when  the  Primary  Examiner  declared  the  issue 
non-patentable,  there  was  but  one  course  of  procedure  left  foe  ap- 
pellee, which  is  set  forth  in  Eule  124  as  follows: 

Where,  on  motion  for  dissolution,  tbe  Primary  Examiner  renders  an  adverse 
decision  upon  tbe  merits  of  a  party's  case  as  when  he  holds  Oat  the  Isne 
Is  not  patentable  or  that  a  party  has  no  right  to  make  a  claim  or  that  tbe 
counts  of  the  Issue  have  different  meanings  in  tbe  cases  of  different  parties,  he 
shall  at  once  reject  such  claims  as  may  be  affected  and  shall  aet  a  time  for 
recoQglderatlou ;  after  reconsideration.  If  he  adberes  to  bis  original  conclnstou, 
he  v)ll  make  tbe  previoas  rejection  flnal  and  fix  a  limit  of  appeal.  Tbe  appeal 
must  go  to  the  Fxamlners-lu-Chlef  lu  the  first  Instance  and  will  be  heard  inter 
partes. 
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It  is  well  settled  that  the  rules  of  procedure  in  the  Patent  Office, 
when  not  in  conflict  with  any  provisioa  of  law,  have  the  full  force 
and  effect  of  statutes.  These  rules  are  made  and  prmnulgated  by  the 
Commissioner,  by  and  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Int«rior.  The  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  being  nec- 
essary to  the  adoption  and  establishment  of  a  rule,  we  think  the  con- 
trary would  be  true,  that,  where  a  rule  of  procedure  is  in  force,  it  can 
uily  be  repealed,  modified,  or  suspended  by  the  Commissioner  with 
the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

The  real  question  before  us,  however,  is  not  the  effect  of  the  rules 
of  procedure  in  the  Patent  Office,  but  whether  appellant  is  in  a  posi- 
tion to  assail  the  action  of  the  CunmisBioner.  The  position  of  coun- 
sel for  appellant  is  an  anomalous  one.  After  invoking  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  this  court  on  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  priority  by  the  Com- 
missioner of  Patents,  it  is  now  insisted  that  that  question  is  not  prop- 
erly before  us  for  consideration.  Appellant,  after  pursuing  the  issue 
of  priority  to  defeat,  apparently  is  seeking  to  rob  his  adversary  of 
the  fruits  of  his  victory  by  having  the  invention  in  issue  declared 
unpatentable.  This  result  is  sought  to  be  (gained  l^  here  attack- 
ing the  methods  employed  by  the  Commissioner  in  arriving  at  his 
decision. 

We  are  not  required  to  pass  upon  the  regularity  of  the  action 
of  the  Commissioner  in  this  proceeding.  That  question  is  not  before 
us  for  consideration.  The  patentability  of  an  invention  is  a  question 
to  be  determined  by  the  Patent  Office  and  not  by  this  court  upon 
appeal  in  an  interference  proceeding.  There  are  two  reasons  why 
Mell  cannot  be  heard  to  complain  of  the  order  of  the  Commissioner; 
first,  because  it  was  his  appeal  that  was  reinstated,  and  the  order 
reinstating  the  appeal  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  for  his  benefit, 
and,  second,  because  he  is  not  in  a  posititm  to  raise  the  question  here 
presented.  At  the  time  the  Commissioner  made  the  order  complained 
of,  Midgley  had'  a  judgment  of  priority  in  his  favor.  Mell,  in  the 
face  of  that  judgment,  was  in  no  better  position  to  raise  the  question 
of  patentability  than  that  of  a  disinterested  party.  It  is  well  settled 
that  a  disinterested  party  is  never  in  a  position  to  raise  such  a  ques- 
tion. The  Commissioner  is  charged  with  the  duty  of  representing 
the  public  interests  in  the  issuance  of  a  patent,  and,  when  he  has 
declared  an  invention  patentable,  a  mere  disinterested  party  cannot 
question  bis  judgment.  This  being  true,  the  reference  of  the  question 
of  patentability  to  the  Primary  Examiner,  so  far  as  Mell  is  con- 
cerned, amounted  to  nothing  more  than  a  discretionary  move  on  the 
part  of  the  Commissioner,  presumably  for  the  purpose  of  gaining 
further  information,  and,  when  he  again  took  up  the  matter  of  the 
appeal  from  the  Board  of  Examiners-in-Chief,  whether  regular  or 
irregular,  a  question  upon  which  we  express  no  opinion,  he  simply 
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resumed  consideration  of  the  only  issue  before  him  in  which  Mell  was 
entitled  to  be.  heard,  namely,  the  priority  of  invention.  Upon  that 
question  alone  he  passed,  and  that  is  the  only  matter  before  us  for 
consideration. 

All  the  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  found  in  favor  of  Midgley. 
Mell  failed  to  establis)i  any  date  prior  to  Midgley's  filing  date,  and 
there  is  no  hypothesis  upon  which  a  judgment  in  his  favor  could  be 
based.  We  find  no  reason  to  disturb  the  decision  of  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Patents.  The  judgment  is,  therefore,  affirmed,  and  the 
clerk  is  directed  to  certify  these  proceedings,  as  by  law  required. 
Aifirmed. 


[Court  ol  Appeals  ol  tbe  District  o(  Columbia.] 

MooBE  «.  Hewrrr. 

Decided  June  fl,  J908. 

136  O.  G..  1535 ;  31  App.  D.  C.  577. 

INTBBRBERCE— Alleged  Reduction  to  Pkachce — Delay— Evidbncb  of  Abak- 

DORED    EXPEBIHBflT. 

A  delay  of  seven  years  by  an  Inventor  after  an  alleged  reduction  to 
practice,  during  wblcli  time  be  was  active  in  developing  n  large  number 
of  otber  inventions,  constitutes  convincing  evidence  tbat  the  alleged  reduc- 
tion to  practice  amounted  only  to  en  abandoned  experiment. 

Mt.  Joseph  R.  Edaon  iot  the  appellant. 
Mr.  Charles  A.  Terry  for  the  appellee. 

RoBB,  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
in  an  interference  case  awarding  priority  of  invention  to  Hewitt, 
(C.  D.,  1906,  497;  125  O.  G.,  2047,)  the  senior  party.  The  issue  is 
defined  in  the  following  counts: 

1.  Tbe  combination  with  an  electrical  translating  device  and  a  resistance 
device  In  series  therewith,  of  a  shunt  across  the  circuit  between  the  translating 
device  and  the  reactance  device,  and  a  snap  or  quick-break  switch  In  eald 
shunt,  the  reactance  device  belug  placed  Id  oi>eraCIve  relation  to  the  switch,  so 
as  to  operate  the  same  when  the  main  circuit  la  closed. 

2.  Tbe  combination  with  on  electric  fma-lamii.  of  an  electromagnetlcallf- 
actuated  circuit- interrupter  having  Its  contacts  in  multiple  with  tbe  lamp  and 
its  magnet  or  colls  In  the  sapply-clrcult  with  the  lamp  and  adapted  to  bold  tbe 
Interrupter-contacts  open  by  the  current  flowing  through  tbe  lamp  while  tbe 
lamp  Is  In  action. 

3.  Tbe  combination  with  an  electric  gas-lamp  connected  with  a  low-potratlal 
source  of  energy  through  a  circuit  of  self-induction  of  sufficient  value  to  fur- 
nish a  bigb-potential  current  proper  for  startlnK  snid  lamp,  an  Interrupter  for 
Hald  circuit  of  Induction  having  its  contact  In  multiple  with  the  lamp,  and  an 
electromagnet  for  actuating  snid  interrupter.  Bald  electromagnet  having  Its 
cullB  connected  to  tbe  supply-circuit  and  adapted  to  hold  tbe  intermpter-con- 
tacts  open  by  tbe  current  flowing  through  the  lamp  while  the  lamp  Is  In  action. 


DECISIONS  OF  UNITED  STATES  COURTS  IN  PATENT  CASES.       517 

The  CoDunissioner  thus  describes  the  invention; 

Tbe  purpose  of  tbe  laveatlon  Is  to  afford  means  to  overcome  tbe  negative- 
electrode  resistance  of  electric  gas-lamps.  These  lamps  consist  of  a  glass 
vessel  containing  air  at  low  pressure  or  otber  gases.  Within  the  glass  vessel 
are  two  electrodes  connected  to  the  source  of  electrical  current  Lamps  of  this 
cluracter  oppose  a  high  resistance  to  the  passage  of  the  electrical  current. 
The  fomlllar  Getssler  tubes  are  operated  by  means  of  tbe  Inlemiltteiit  hlgli- 
potentla)  discbarge  obtained  by  plating  them  In  the  secondary  circuit  of  an 
Induction-coil,  the  primary  circuit  being  provided  with  the  natial  jnterrnpter. 
While  the  resistance  of  lamps  of  this  character  cannot  be  overcome  by  a  cur- 
rent of  low  potential,  it  has  been  found  that  such  n  current  will  form  an  arc 
between  tbe  .electrodes  If  tbe  initial  reslstonce  is  momentnrily  broken  down  by 
a  discbarge  of  high  potential. 

Each  of  the  three  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  has  carefully  re- 
viewed the  testimony  in  this  case,  and  each  has  reached  the  conclusioa 
that  Hewitt  is  entitled  to  a  judgment  of  priority. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  after  reviewing  Moore's  t«stimony 
reached  the  following  conclusion : 

That  white  developing  his  system  of  lighting  by  means  of  sparks  or  flashes 
produced  by  a  rapidly  Interrupted  current,  some  of  the  tubes  accidentally  arced. 
That  Moore  ut  first  regarded  this  as  a  detriment,  ^nce  It  quickly  destroyed  the 
electrodes,  and  he  proceeded  to  adjust  the  magnet  to  prevent  IL  That  he  con- 
ceived the  possibility  and  deBlrabltlty  of  producing  a  light  on  that  principle,  and 
later  made  experiments  In  that  direction.  That  be  met  wtb  poor  success  and 
probably  bad  little  faith  of  perfecting  such  a  system,  for  none  of  his  tubes  prior 
to  1002  were  mucb.  If  any.  more  successful  than  the  first,  where  tbe  arcing  oc- 
curred accidentally.  That  Moore  met  with  much  better  success  along  other 
lines  of  electric  lighting,  and  beyond  a  few  desultory  experiments,  did  little  with 
this  system  until  after  he  became  aware  of  the  progress  ninile  liy  Hewitt  In  this 
line.  •  *  •  If  it  be  assumed  that  Moore  had  a  coneeiition  of  the  Invention 
prior  to  his  opponents,  In  the  absence  of  a  prior  reduction  to  practice  It  can 
avail  bim  only  In  case  he  shows  due  diligence  at  and  subsequent  to  the  appear- 
ance of  bis  opponents  In  the  field.  As  Shown  by  the  analysis  of  the  testimony, 
heretofore  noted,  Moore  did  little  and  a|>pears  to  hnve  made  no  advance  from 
tbe  time  of  his  1897  exi>erlments  with  the  apparatus  Introduced  In  evidence 
until  the  filing  of  his  application  In  1902,  after  he  had  become  aware  of  the 
efforts  of  Hewitt  along  the  same  line.  •  •  •  Moore  has  failed  to  show  tlie 
necessary  diligence,  and  In  eltber  case  the  award  of  priority  must  be  against 
him. 

The  Examiners-in-Chief  found  that  there  was  sufficient  testimony 
to  prove  reduction  to  practice  by  Moore  in  1897  or  18!)8,  Tlie  Board 
held,  however,  that  Moore  was  clearly  lacking  in  diligence,  and  that 
his  conduct — 

shows  a  deliberate  concealment  of  the  Invention  of  such  a  character  us  to  pre- 
vent blm  from  availing  himself  of  his  early  reilnctlon  to  practice. 

The  Board  further  said : 

After  the  experiments  lu  1S97  and  18.0S  which  have  been  referred  to  Sloore 
devoted  bis  attention  to  other  forms  of  devices  and  did  notiiing  fiirther  with 
this  Invention  until  1902  when  he  fileil  his  present  application  aud  after  he  had 
seen  some  of  Hewitt's  devices  In  o|>eration. 
ftnoai — H.  i>oc.  i.'Mn  m-2 14 
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The  Commissioner's  review  of  the  testimony  is  a  very  thorough 
and  impartial  one,  and  his  conclusions  are  adverse  to  Moore,  both  on 
the  question  of  reduction  to  practice  and  of  priority  of  invention. 
The  CommisBioner  states: 

During  the  period  between  1S95,  wben  Moore  claimed  to  have  made  tlie  In- 
veiitlou  in  Issue,  and  May  6,  1902,  when  he  tiled  the  application  Involved  In  tbis 
interference,  he  flied  forty-two  applications  which  matured  Into  patents.  The 
luventlon  here  in  Issue  ie  not  described  in  any  of  theae  patents — 

and  that  on  April  12,  1901,  Moore  witnessed  an  exhibition  by  Hewitt, 
the  appellee  herein,  of  lamps  of  the  character  involved  in  this  issue. 
The  Commissioner  finally  concludes: 

The  Imperfect  operntlon  of  the  lamps  made  by  Moore  and  the  tact  that  he 
did  not  file  bis  application  until  seven  years  after  the  date  when  be  claims  to 
have  made  the  invention,  during  which  period  lie  was  active  in  developing  other 
inventions,  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  his  operations  amounted  to  nothing  more 
than  atwndoned  esperimenta  and  that  he  is  entitled  to  no  date  of  Invention 
prior  to  the  filing  of  hie  application. 

We  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  again  review  the  testimony  in  this 
case.  It  is  suSicient  to  say  that  we  have  examined  the  record  with 
care,  and  fully  concur  in  the  conclusion  reached  by  the  Coounissioner. 
If  Moore  reduced  this  invention  to  practice  in  1897,  as  he  now  ton- 
tends,  his  delay  until  May,  1902,  in  filing  his  application,  after  he 
had  seen  a  successful  exhibition  of  the  invention  by  his  opponent,  is 
inexcusable.  (Paul  v.  Hess,  C.  D.,  1905,  610;  115  O.  G.,  251 ;  24  App. 
D.  C,  462;  Seeberger  v.  Dodge,  C.  D.,  1905,  603;  114  O.  G.,  2382;  24 
App.  D.  C,  476.)  The  fact  that  during  this  interval  he  filed  forty- 
two  applications  which  matured  into  patents  lends  itself  to  the  con- 
clusion reached  by  the  Commissioner  that  he  had  not  conceived  the 
invention  when  he  saw  it  publicly  exhibited  by  Hewitt. 

The  decision  of  the  Commisaioner  was  clearly  right,  and,  therefore, 
is  affirmed.  The  clerk  of  the  court  will  certify  this  opinion  and  the 
proceedings  in  this  court  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  in  accord- 
ance with  law. 


[Court  of  App«ais  of  the  District  ot  Columbia-] 

In  fb  Tatiajr. 

Decided  Juno  2,  1908. 

136  O.  G.,  1767;  31  App.  D.  C,  529. 

Patent ABiLiTT — Pbinted  M atteb — NoN- 1  ktektion. 

A  claim  for  a  guarantee  credit  book  having  certain  designated  colnmns 
for  certain  entries.  Held  to  Involve  no  Invention  over  the  prior  art  which 
disclosed  the  general  sclienio.  the  ontj"  dllTerence  bplnit  the  addition  of  cer- 
tain columns  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  an  account  of  liquidated  damages. 
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Mr.  H.  E.  Bellows  for  the  appellant. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Tennant  for  the  Commissioner  of  Patents. 

Shefard,  C.  J. : 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
denying  an  application  for  a  patent  having  the  following  claims: 

In  a  gnaryitee  credit  book,  two  pages,  one  of  which  has  a  column  snitablf 
dealgnated  for  balances  dne  stores,  colnmns  suitably  deslgnnted  for  entries 
pertaining  to  llqnldated  damages  and  a  colnmn  suitably  designated  for  balances 
dne  as  llqnldated  damages,  wbUe  the  other  Is  provided  with  columns  cofiperat- 
Ing  with  those  of  the  flrst-mentloned  page  and  suitably  designated  for  entries 
p^talnlng  to  gross  credit  balances  available  for  the  use  of  a  purchaser  and 
suitably  designated  for  entries  pertaining  to  net  credit  balances  for  which  a 
guarantor  Is  respontible,  respectively. 

The  references  in  the  decision  of  the  Patent  Office  tribunals  are, 
first,  a  patent  to  Taylor  February  4,  1902,  No.  092,384;  second,  a 
patent  to  Taylor  March  10,  1903,  No.  722,391.  The  first  of  these  is 
for  a  deposit  credit  book  having  complementary  pages,  one  of  which 
is  a  deposit-sheet,  the  other  an  account-sheet  provided  with  appro- 
priately-headed spaces  for  data  relating  to  commercial  transactions 
other  than  those  with  the  bank,  etc.  The  second  relates  to  books 
employed  to  secure  safety  in  commercial  transactions,  and  has  for  its 
purpose  the  utilization  of  a  bank  account  or  otlier  credit  balance  to 
secure  credit  for  an  equal  or  lesser  sum  in  merchandise  elsewhere  than 
at  the  place  of  deposit  without  withdrawing  any  part  of  the  bank 
account  in  the  first  instance,  and  without  interrupting  the  accumula- 
tion of  interest  upon  the  balance.  The  claim  is  for  a  credit-book  with 
oppositely-disposed  sheets  divided  into  columns  appropriately  headed, 
in  which  are  to  be  made  different  entries  showing  the  amount  depos- 
ited, the  amount  withdrawn,  the  amount  of  purchases  at  certain 
stores,  and  balance  due  the  depositor.  The  general  scheme  of  the 
present  application  is  the  same  as  that  of  the  above-mentioned  pat- 
ents. It  adds  other  columns  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  an  account 
of  liquidated  damages,  that  is  the  amount  which  the  depositor  must 
pay  the  guarantor  for  the  failure  to  purchase  a  stipulated  amount  of 
merchandise. 

We  agree  with  the  Commissioner  that  it  involves  no  invention  to 
add  to  the  book  the  additional  columns  to  accomplish  this  purpose. 
( See  Munaon  v.  New  York  City,  C.  D.,  1888,  253 ;  42  O.  G.,  lOCl ;  124 
U.  S.,  601,  604;  U.  S.  Credit  Si/stem  Co.  v.  American  Credit  Indem- 
nity  Co.,  69  Fed.  Rep.,  139,  143.) 

The  decision  will  be  affirmed.  It  is  so  ordered,  and  that  this  deci- 
sion be  certified  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents.    Affirmed. 


,,  Google 
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tCouct  o(  ApppBls  or  Ihe  DlHlrkt  of  Colombia.] 

Davis  v.  Horton, 

Decided  June  9,  1908. 

136  O.  G.,  1768;  31  App.,  D.  C,  601. 

iNTBBFKRETICE — PriOBITT — DnJOEHCB. 

Where  tbe  Junior  party  had  disclosed  tbe  InTe&tion  to  several  persons  and 
had  ordered  tools  to  manufacture  the  same  prior  to  the  entry  of  the  sralor 
party  Into  the  field  and  In  a  few  months  thereafter  actually  sold  a  small 
number  which  was  followed  a  few  months  later  by  the  manufocture  and 
sale  of  large  numberB  of  such  devices.  Held  that  he  was  diligent  In  reducing 
his  Invention  to  practice. 

Mr.  W.  G.  Carr  for  the  appellant. 

Mr.  L.  S.  Bacon,  Mr.  J.  H.  Milans,  and  Mr.  Sheldon  A.  Wood  for 
the  appellee. 

RoBB,  J.: 

This  is  an  interference  proceeding,  and,  as  stated  by  one  of  the 
tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office,  involves  a  fuse-holder  of  an  inclosed 
type  upon  the  exterior  of  which  is  mounted  a  mechanical  indicator 
consisting  of  a  spring  attached  to  the  casing  or  cover  of  the  fuse,  to 
show  whether  or  not  the  fuse  has  been  blown.  The  issue  is  stated  in 
the  following  counts: 

1.  In  n  fuse-bolder,  a  casing,  ii  fuse  therein,  a  spring  secured  to  the  exterior 
of  the  casing,  and  a  transverse  connection  between  said  spring  and  tbe  fuse  serv- 
ing to  hold  tbe  sjtrlng  In  contact  with  the  exterior  of  the  casing  while  the  fuse 
therein  Is  unbrotien. 

2.  Tbe  combination  with  a  casing  hnting  end  terminals  and  ii  fusible  atrip 
within  the  casing  and  connected  to  the  end  terminals,  of  a  spring-actuated  Indi- 
cator supported  exterlorl.v  iiimn  the  side  of  the  casing  and  ii  wire  having  its  re- 
spective ends  so  attiiched  to  the  Indicator  and  to  an  interoiedliite  point  In  the 
fusible  strip  as  to  exert  a  lateral  strain  thereon. 

3.  Tbe  combination  with  ii  casing  or  holder  having  end  terminals  snd  an  In- 
closed fuse  having  its  ends  attnched  to  Ihe  casing  terminals,  of  a  spring-actuated 
Indicator  upon  the  outside  of  the  casing  and  a  wire  that  projects  through  tbe 
side  of  the  casing  and  has  Its  respective  ends  attached  to  tbe  Indicator  and  to 
an  Intcrniedliite  portion  of  tbe  fuse, 

4.  In  an  Inclosed  fuse  or  cut-out,  a  casing  having  an  a[)erture  through  its  side 
wall,  an  Internal  fuse-wire  attached  at  its  ends  to  the  casing,  an  external  spring- 
acting  nnger  attaciied  at  one  end  to  the  casing,  and  a  connection  between  the 
opposite  end  of  said  finger  and  fuse-wire,  passing  through  said  aperture,  for 
holding  said  finger  under  tension. 

5.  In  a  fuse-holder,  a  casing,  a  fuse  therein,  having  a  weakened  portion,  a 
movable  Indicator  secnrefi  to  the  exterior  of  the  casing,  and  a  connection  be- 
tween the  Indicator  and  the  weakened  portion  of  tbe  fuse. 

ti.  In  a  fnse-itolder,  a  casing,  a  fuse  therein  having  a  weakened  portion,  a 
spring-actuated  Indicator  secured  to  the  exterior  of  the  casing  and  a  transverse 
connection  between  the  spring-actuated  indicator  and  the  weakened  portion  of 
the  f  uw. 
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Davis,  the  senior  party,  filed  January  20,  1904,  and  alleged  concep- 
tion and  disclosure  of  the  invention  August  1, 1903,  and  reduction  to 
practice  about  the  same  time.  These  averments  he  sustained  by  com- 
petent evidence. 

Horton,  the  junior  party,  filed  August  29, 1904,  and  alleged  concep- 
tion and  disclosure  in  the  spring  of  1901,  and  reduction  to  practice  in 
the  spring  of  1903.  Counsel  for  Davis,  with  commendable  candor, 
states  that — 


Horton  is  an  electrical  engineer  and  skilled  in  the  art  to  which  this 
invention  relates.  In  May,  1901,  he  was  the  electrical  engineer  of  the 
Detroit  Copper  Mining  Company  at  Morenci,  Ariz.  He  testifies  that 
along  the  last  of  that  month  he  had  a  great  deal  of  trouble  in  the 
blowing  out  of  fuses,  particularly  in  the  store  of  the  company,  and 
that  where  several  fuses  were  located  in  close  proximity  with  each 
other  it  was  difficult  to  ascertain  which  particular  fuse  or  fuses  had 
blown ;  that  he  thereupon  sought  to  devise,  and  did  in  fact  devise  a 
device  which  he  thought  would  obviate  the  difficulty;  that  he  disclosed 
his  idea  to  the  company's  purchasing  agent,  a  Mr.  Puckett,  by  means 
of  sketches  which  he  then  made.    Mr.  Horton  says  of  these  sketches: 

I  explained  them  fully  to  Mr.  Puckett  and  showed  htm  bow  the  devloe  worked, 
and  how  by  attaching  a  spring  fastened  to  the  case  and  by  a  wire  running  from 
tbe  sprli^  to  a  cut-away  portion  of  the  fuse-atrip,  that  the  fuse  would  olways 
bam  in  two  where  tbis  weakened  portion  was,  and  ttiat  when  tbe  fuse  bad 
bamed  In  two  at  tbls  weakened  portion  the  spring  would  be  released  and  would 
assume  Its  normal  position  away  from  tbe  case  and  would  provide  mechanical 
means  by  wblcb  I  could  readily  determine  whether  or  not  tbe  fuse  was  blown. 

In  November,  1901,  Horton  was  called  to  his  home  in  Michigan  by 
the  illness  of  his  father  who  died  late  in  December  of  that  year. 
Horton  administered  upon  the  estate  which  occupied  his  time  until 
the  middle  of  December,  1902,  when  he  went  to  Detroit,  Mich.,  and 
established  a  plant  for  the  manufacture  of  inclosed  fuses.  It  was 
February  before  he  got  the  factory  under  operation  and  made  his  first 
delivery  of  fuses.  Soon  after  establishing  his  plant  he  conducted  ex- 
perim«its  on  inclosed  fuses  embodying  the  idea  which  he  had  dis- 
closed to  Puckett  at  Morenci  in  1901.  In  April  or  May  he  experi- 
mented with  a  device  which  embodied  the  dominating  idea  of  the 
issue  even  though  technically  it  differed  from  it.  This  device  con- 
sisted of  a  fine  wire  extending  through  a  fuse-tube  and  attached  to  the 
central  portion  of  the  fuse  element,  and  so  constructed  that  when  the 
fuse  was  ruptured  by  the  burning  in  two  of  the  fusible  element,  the 
wire  would  be  released,  it  being  under  tension  during  the  operation 
of  the  device  by  a  small  rubber  band,  one  end  of  which  was  fastened 
to  the  wire  and  the  other  end  to  a  nail  driven  into  the  board  upon 


522       DECISIONS  OF  UNITED  BTATEB  COtTRTS  IN  PATENT  CASES, 

which  the  fuse-block  was  mounted.  Several  specimen  devices  were 
tested  in  the  presence  of  witnesses,  and  the  practicability  of  such  in- 
dicators fully  demonstrated.  It  appears  that  the  National  Board  of 
Fire  Underwriters  were  contemplating  the  issuance  of  specifications 
for  standardizing  inclosed  fuses,  and  that  Horton  hesitated  about 
attempting  to  put  his  invention  upon  the  market  until  they  had  taken 
action.  He  did,  however,  explain  a  device  which  fully  embodied  the 
issue  to  one  Massnick  in  July,  1903,  and  employed  Massnick,  who  was 
a  skilled  mechanic,  to  work  upon  tools  for  cutting  the  fusible  element 
for  fusee  that  could  be  made  to  embody  the  invention.  These  tools 
were  completed  some  time  in  September,  and  Massnick  on  October  1, 
1903,  became  superintendent  of  Ilorton's  company.  Immediately 
thereafter  steps  were  taken  to  embody  the  perfected  invention  in  con- 
crete form,  the  result  being  that  about  the  middle  of  October  fuses  of 
a  commercial  type  were  successfully  tested.  In  November  Horton 
actually  manufactured  and  sold  a  small  line  of  these  fuses,  and  in 
July,  1904:,  after  the  Board  of  Fire  Underwriters  had  issued  their 
rules  he  manufactured  them  in  large  numbers,  Mr.  Puckett,  who  is 
an  absolutely  disinterested  witness,  fully  corroborates  Horton  as  to 
what  took  place  at  Morenci  in  1901,  and  his  testimony  is  definite  and 
convincing.  He  was  asked  on  cross-examination  whether  Horton 
requested  him  as  purchasing  agent  to  procure  any  fuses  like  those 
Horton  had  described,  and  answered : 

The  toatter  was  discuaaed  and  we  wandered  If  there  was  anything  In  the 
market  Ube  it,  and  we  both  decided  that  there  wae  nothing  on  the  market  like 
that,  end  that  If  we  secured  that  fuae  we  would  have  to  make  it  or  have  It 
made. 

The  witnes.s  also  explained  satisfactorily  why  nothing  was  then 
done  toward  making  such  a  fuse.  He  further  testifies  that  the 
sketches  Horton  made  at  the  time  remained  on  his  desk  for  several 
days. 

Several  other  witnesses  testified  in  corroboration  of  Horton,  but  we 
do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  devote  more  time  to  the  analysis  of 
testimony. 

The  only  question  involved  in  this  appeal  is  whether  Horton  was 
sufficiently  diligent.  In  a  case  like  this  where  it  conclusively  appears 
that  the  party,  against  whom  the  rule  of  diligence  is  sought  to  be 
enforced,  was  in  fact  the  prior  inventor,  tlie  facts  and  circumstances 
surrounding  him  at  the  time  of  his  alleged  lack  of  diligence  will  be 
carefully  considered  before  he  will  be  deprived  of  the  fruits  of  his 
discovery.  (Woods  v.  Poor,  C.  D.,  1907,  651;  130  O.  G.,  1318;  29 
App.  T>.  C,  387.)  As  above  stated,  Horton  soon  after  the  establid- 
ment  of  his  plant  at  Detroit,  Mich.,  conducted  experiments  on  in- 
closed fuses  and  demonstrated  the  practicability  of  the  idea  which  he 
had  disclosed  to  Puckett  in  1901.    Everything  he  did  after  this 
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demonstration  indicates  a  desire  and  intention  on  his  part  to  give  to 
the  public  the  benefit  of  his  discovery  at  the  earliest  practicable 
moment.  We  do  not  regard  it  as  at  all  strange  or  unusual  that  he  did 
not  proceed  with  greater  haste.  Davis  did  not  enter  the  field  until 
August,  1903,  at  which  time  Horton  bad  fully  disclosed  his  invention 
to  several  witnesses,  had  demonstrated  its  entire  practicability,  and 
being  skilled  in  the  art  was  fully  aware  of  its  value.  He  had  made 
arrangements  for  tools  with  which  to  manufacture  the  different  parth 
of  fuses  embodying  his  invention,  and,  as  evidence  that  he  was  acting 
in  good  faith,  we  find  that  immediately  upon  the  completion  of  these 
tools,  which  was  not  long  after  Davis  entered  the  field,  he  actually 
constructed  fuses  fully  embodying  the  issue.  All  this  occurred  at  a 
time  when,  so  far  as  the  record  discloses,  he  knew  absolutely  nothing 
of  Davis  or  his  invention. 

We  agree  with  the  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  that  Horton  was 
reasonably  diligent,  and  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  award  of  priority. 

The  decisicm  of  the  Commissioner  is  affirmed,  and  the  clerk  of  the 
court  wUl  certify  this  opinion  and  the  proceedings  in  this  court  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Patents,  in  accordance  with  law. 


[Court  of  AppealH  of  the  District  of  Columbia.] 

Kinsman  v.  Stbohh. 

Decided  June  9,  1908. 
136  O.  G..  1769;  31  App.  D-  C,  581. 

InTEBFEBEnCE PBIOBITY APPEAt  TO  COURT— STATUS  OF  Rctived  Appucatiok. 

Od  an  appeal  on  priority  tbe  court  will  not  review  tbe  flndlnga  of  the 
Commissioner  upoD  tbe  BOfflciency  of  a  Bbowlng  to  support  a  petition  for 
tbe  reinstatement  of  an  abandoned  application  where  tbere  apitears  to  have 
be«n  no  abuse  of  power  on  tbe  part  of  the  Commissioner. 

Mr.  C.  S.  Champion,  Mr.  C.  J.  O^Neal,  and  Mr.  C.  L.  Mooney  for 
the  appellant. 

Mr.  T.  A.  Connolly  and  Mr.  J.  B.  Connolly  for  the  appellee, 

RoBB,  J. : 

In  this  case  Kinsman,  the  jimior  party,  seeks  to  reverse  the  decision 
of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  awarding  priority  of  invention  to 
Strohra,  the  senior  party.  The  issue  is  contained  in  the  following 
counts: 

1.  The  combination,  Bubstantlaliy  as  described,  with  an  electrically-propelled 
Tehlcle  and  a  drl Ting-motor  therefor,  of  a  manual  device  acting  on  a  controlllng- 
awitch  for  governing  the  speed  or  power  of  such  electric  motor,  an  electric 
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Rwitcb  governing  tbe  action  of  said  motor  and  controlled  lndei>etideatly  of  said 
iiiiimiul  device  iind  Irrespective  of  the  position  of  the  latter,  an  electrotnagnet 
governing  said  switch,  and  means  uixm  the  permanent  way  for  bringing  said 
magnet  Into  o[)eratiou  when  the  car  or  vehicle  passes  a  given  polut 

2.  The  combination,  substantially  as  described,  with  an  electrically-propelled 
vehicle  and  its  iiropelllng  electric  motor,  of  a  mannal  device  such  as  a  handle, 
acting  on  snltable  electric  controlling  apiMratuB  for  governing  the  speed  or 
movement  of  the  motor  at  will,  an  electric  switch  controlled  Independently  o( 
siild  iiuiiiiiul  device,  uud  governing  the  circuit  of  said  motor,  an  electric  magnet 
CHrried  by  said  vehicle  and  governing  said  switch,  and  means  upon  the  road-bed 
or  i)ermanent  wuy  for  gqvnrnlng  the  circuit  of  said  magnet, 

3.  The  combination,  substantially  as  described,  with  an  electrically-propelled 
vehicle  and  Its  propel  ling- mo  tor,  of  n  manual  device  snch  as  a  handle  acting 
on  an  electric  controller  for  governing  the  si)eed  or  power  of  said  motor,  an 
electric  switch  governing  a  circuit  of  said  motor  and  conti-oltable  Independently 
of  Siitd  nmiiuiii  device,  uu  electromagnet  energized  from  tbe  road-bed  when  the 
vehicle  passes  a  certain  |)oliit  thereon  for  governing  said  switch,  and  a  braking 
appliance  brought  into  operation  simultaneously  with  the  action  of  said  Inde- 
|)end^tly-controllable  switch,  as  and  for  the  purpose  described. 

The  subject-matter  of  this  interference  is  a  means  for  automatical!; 
stopping  electrically-propelled  vehicles,  Strohm  has  taken  no  testi- 
mony, and  is,  therefore,  restricted  to  his  filing  date,  August  29,  1891, 
as  his  date  of  conception  and  reduction  to  practice. 

In  Kinsman's  preliminary  statement  he  alleged  conception  of  the 
invention  in  1886  or  1887,  and  reduction  to  practice  of  certain  ele- 
ments of  the  invention  in  1890.  The  Patent  Office  thereupon  ob- 
jected to  this  preliminary  statement  on  the  ground  that  it  was  too 
indefinite.  An  opportunity  was  given  Kinsman  to  amend  but  he 
failed  to  embrace  it.  He  testifies  that  between  May,  1890,  and  No- 
vember, 1891,  he  experimented  with  different  forms  of  automatic 
stopping  devices  on  the  Fitehburg  Railroad  at  Ayer  Junction,  Mass. 
These  devices  were  all  used  in  connection  with  a  steam-locomotive. 
(See  Kinsman-y.  Kintner  ante,  508;  136  O.  G.,  1532.)  He  says, 
however,  that  he  then  had  a  spindle  or  wheel  made  for  use  in  elec- 
trical experiments,  and  was  thereby  enabled  to  determine  how  long  a 
contact  was  necessary  to  energize  a  magnet  designed  to  operate  the 
automatic  cut-off  of  the  power-circuit. 

The  Commissioner  says  of  this  testimony : 

Upon  the  questions  of  conception  and  disclosure  the  testimony  of  Kinsman  Is 
supported  by  two  witnesses,  a  brother,  A.  M,  Kinsman,  and  J.  B.  Collins,  the 
Inttcr  having  been  the  one  selected  by  Kinsman  to  assist  him  in  carrying  out 
his  early  experimental  work.  Most  of  the  testimony  of  Collins  relates  to  Instal- 
Intlons  of  signaling  systems  on  steam-roads  which  Involved  cutting  off  the  steam 
nad  the  application  of  brakes,  while  the  issue  speclflcolly  calls  for  a  combination 
of  elect rlcally-opcru ted  devices  of  an  electrically-equipped  system.  He  States, 
however,  that  Kinsman  had  the  Idea  of  adapting  the  same  devices  to  electrically- 
propelled  vciiicles,  and  that  under  Kinsman's  Instruction  he  made  a  trolley 
wheel  and  harp  for  use  In  such  combination.    But  this  Is  the  extent  of  the  dla- 
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closure  made  to  CoIIIdb.  according  to  bis  teBtimony.  and  as  tlila  Is  but  a  imrt  of 
the  combination  of  the  Issue.  It  seeraB  too  clear  for  argument  tbat  It  cannot  be 
r^arded  as  a  sufficient  disclosure  of  the  entire  combination.  Tlie  aufficleucy  of 
this  disclosure  U  urged  on  tbe  ground  that  the  part  of  tbe  combluntloo  actually 
dlBCloeed  was  tbe  only  novel  element  and  tbat  tbe  remaining  parts  of  tbe  com- 
bination were  well-known  devices  operating  on  well-known  principles.  It  may 
be  true  tbat  the  elements  disclosed  were  tbe  only  novel  elements  and  tbat  t'ol- 
llns  knew  tbe  result  whlcb  Kinsman  desired  to  nccompllBb.  but  tbere  Is  nothing 
to  prove  tbat  either  Kinsman  or  Collins  knew  what  old  elements  should  be  com- 
bined, or  bow  they  should  be  combined,  with  these  novel  elements  to  aecom- 
pUsb  sncb  reeulL  A.  M.  Kinsman  testifies  tbat  his  brother  disclosed  to  him  In 
1886  or  1887  an  Invention  for  automatically  stopping  electrically-operated  trains, 
bnt  be  is  unable  to  recall  any  details  except  that  he  was  shown  a  sketch  of  a 
trolley  wire  and  wheel  having  wires  coming  down  on  bolb  sides  or  on  one  Hide 
of  the  car.  For  the  reasons  above  stated  In  dlscusskig  the  testimony  of  <'o1lliifl 
this  testimony  is  clearly  insufficient  to  prove  a  disclueure  by  Kinsman  of  tbe 
specific  combination  of  tbe  issoe.  It  te  clear  that  Kinsman's  record  fails  to 
prove  a  conception  of  tbe  Invention  pflor  to  Strohm's  flllng  date.  But  even  if 
the  testimony  be  re^rded  as  sufficient  for  this  pun>oae.  Kinsman  would  still 
not  be  entitled  to  prevail,  since  be  bas  utterly  tailed  to  show  diligence  thereafter 
in  tlie  filing  of  his  application. 

We  are  constrained  to  adopt  the  view  of  each  of  the  three  tribunals 
of  the  Patent  Office,  that  Kinsman's  testimony  falls  short  of  proving 
a  conception  of  the  invention  prior  to  Strohm's  filing  date.  More- 
over, as  stated  by  each  of  the  three  tribunals,  the  testimony  fails  to 
show  diligence  on  the  part  of  Kinsman  at  or  about  the  time  Strohm 
entered  the  field.  This  would  defeat  him  even  though  it  should  be 
held  that  he  was  the  first  to  conceive  and  reduce  to  practice. 

The  contention  is  made  on  behalf  of  Kinsman  that  the  Commis- 
sioner erred  in  not  striking  Strohm's  application  from  the  files.  It 
appears  that  during  its  pendency  in  the  Office  the  application  became 
abandoned  by  failure  to  prosecute,  and  that  upon  proper  showing  it 
was  subsequently  reinstated  by  the  Commissioner.  Kinsman  based 
his  motion  to  strike  Strohm's  application  from  the  files  on  the  ground 
that  its  reinstatement  was  obtained  through  fraud.  The  testimony 
bearing  on  this  question  was  carefully  considered  by  the  Coimnis- 
sioner  and  held  not  to  sustain  Kinsman's  contention.  We  are  satis- 
fied that  there  has  been  no  abuse  of  power  on  the  part  of  the  Com- 
missioner in  respect  to  this  motion,  and,  therefore,  decline  to  inter- 
fere with  the  exercise  of  his  discretion.  (In  re  Atkins  tfc  Oo.,  29  App. 
D.  C,  385;  Richards  v.  Meissner,  C.  D.,  1905,  595;  114  O.  G.,  1831; 
24  App.  D.  C,  309;  American  Stove  Co.  v.  Detroit  Stove  WorH 
et  al,  ante,  407;  134  O.  G.,  2245.) 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  awarding  priority  of  invention 
to  Strohm  is  affirmed.  The  clerk  of  the  court  will  certify  this  opinion 
and  the  proceedings  in  this  court  to  the  Com,mi3sioner  of  Patents,  in 
accordance  with  law.  ,  -  \ 


526       DECISIONS  OF  UNITED  STATES  COUBTS  IN  PATENT  CASES. 
[Court  ot  Appeals  or  Ihe  UlBtrlct  of  Columbia.] 

McKiLLOP  V.  Fetzer. 

Decided  June  9,  1908. 

136  O.  G.,  1770;  31  App.  D.  C,  586. 

Intbrfebence — OBiQiKALiry — Delay  in  Fn.iKo  Application. 

Where  the  question  Is  one  of  orlglnalitjr  and  tlie  relation  of  employer  and 
employee  exists  between  the  parties,  the  fact  that  the  Junior  party,  who 
was  the  employee,  did  not  Ble  his  application  till  nearly  a  year  after  he 
knew  of  the  Issuance  of  the  senior  parly's  patent  and  has  given  no  excuse 
for  such  delay  Jusflfles  resolving  any  doubt  as  to  who  was  the  originator 
of  the  invention  against  blm. 

Mr.  C.  F.  Burton  for  the  appellant. 

Mr.  L.  S.  Bacon  and  Mr.  J.  H.  Milans  for  the  appellee. 

RoBB,  J.: 

This  is  an  interference  proceeding  and  involves  an  alleged  im- 
provement for  grain-drills.  The  issue  is  stated  in  fifteen  counts,  but 
we  think  the  following  amply  sufGcient  for  the  purposes  of  this 
opinion : 

1.  A  foot  for  hopper  ends  formed  of  sheet  metal  struck  up  to  provide  oppositely- 
disposed  overlying  flanges,  and  a  relnforced'filllng  intermediate  said  flanges. 

3.  A  hopper  of  the  character  described  formed  partially  of  wood  and  par- 
tially of  sheet  metal,  the  sheet-metal  part  having  struck-up  portions  forming 
receiving  iiortlone  for  securing  and  bracing  the  wooden  parts  In  place. 

6.  A  single-piece  sheet-metul  boptier  end  having  an  integral  stmck-up  per- 
forated ear  flanged  exteriorly. 

13.  A  al[igle-piece  sheet-metal  hopper  end  having  Integral  atruck-up  side  and 
top  flanges,  and  a  strnck-up  exteriorly-flanged  perforated  ear  Intermediate 
Bald  top  and  one  of  the  side  flanges,  the  flange  of  said  ear  merging  Into  said 
top  and  side  flanges. 

Fetzer,  the  senior  party,  filed  an  application  October  22,  1904, 
which  ripened  into  a  patent  on  January  31,  1905.  McKillop,  the 
junior  party,  filed  his  application  April  30,  1906,  which  was  a  year 
and  three  months  after  the  issuance  of  a  patent  to  Fetzer,  and  about 
eleven  months  after  actual  knowledge  of  such  issuance. 

Prior  to  and  during  the  year  1904  Fetzer  was  secretary  and  gen- 
eral manager  of  the  McSherry  Mfg.  Co.,  manufacturers  of  agricul- 
tural machinery  including  grain-drills.  These  drills  as  then  manu- 
factured contained  cast-iron  ends  which  had  given  the  company 
some  trouble  in  shipment  owing  to  their  liability  to  breakage.  Fetzer 
and  the  company's  draftsman,  one  Moehring,  saw  a  pressed-steel 
hopper  in  Kansas  City  in  1901,  at  which  time  Fetzer  suggested  the 
idea  of  manufacturing  the  ends  of  their  grain-drills  of  pressed  steel. 
Early  in  1904  McKillop,  who  was  prominently  connected  with  the 
Comstock  Sash  Lock  &  Novelty  Co.,  manufacturers  of  presaed-steel 
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articles,  wrote  the  McSherry  Mfg.  Co.  soliciting  orders.  This  re- 
sulted in  April,  of  the  same  year,  in  a  visit  by  McKillop  to  the  office 
of  the  McSherry  Mfg.  Co.,  where  he  had  an  interview  with  Fetzer 
who  represented  his  company.  It  is  clearly  established  that  Fetzer 
then  suggested  to  McKillop  the  idea  of  manufacturing  drill  ends 
out  of  pressed  steel  and  that  McKillop  pronounced  the  idea  feasible. 
The  testimony  as  to  just  what  was  said  during  the  interview  is 
neither  clear  nor  convincing.  Certain  it  is,  however,  that  McKillop 
was  shown  a  cast-iron  drill  and  requested  to  get  out  a  duplicate 
sample  in  pressed  steel.  It  is  also  certain  that  as  the  result  of  this 
interview  such  a  sample  was  made  and  late  in  July  shipped  to 
Fetzer's  company.  The  first  sample  was  not  satisfactory  in  detail 
and  several  others  followed  before  perfection  was  attained.  In  the 
meantime  McKillop  again  visited  Fetzer,  and  the  subject  was  again 
under  discussion.  The  testimony,  however,  as  to  what  was  said  at 
the  second  interview  is  as  indefinite  as  the  testimony  concerning  the 
first  interview.  The  correspondence  between  Fetzer  and  McKillop 
during  this  period  has  been  introduced,  but  it  throws  little  light  on 
the  subject  other  than  to  establish  Fetzer's  evident  desire  to  hasten 
the  construction  and  perfection  of  the  drill-end  sample  and  certain 
other  parts  which  McKillop  was  to  make  in  pressed  steel. 

It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  Fetzer  that  he  imparted  to  McKillop 
not  only  the  broad  idea  embraced  in  the  invention  but  suggested  to 
him  the  various  modifications  and  changes  incident  to  the  change  in 
material. 

McKillop,  on  the  other  hand,  contends  that  Fetzer  did  nothing 
more  than  furnish  him  a  sample  of  the  old  construction  and  request 
him  to  duplicate  it  in  pressed  steel,  and  that  the  modifications  and 
changes  which  were  made  and  which  really  constitute  the  patentable 
features  of  the  issue  were  the  product  of  his  own  mind. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  question  presented  is  one  of  originality 
rather  than  of  priority  of  invention.  Each  of  the  three  tribunals  of 
the  Patent  Office  has  ruled  that  Fetzer  was  the  originator  of  the 
invention,  and  while  the  question  is  not  free  from  doubt  we  are 
inclined  to  concur.  We  are  impelled  to  this  conclusion  because  of 
the  relation  of  the  parties,  which  imposes  a  heavy  burden  upon  Mc- 
Killop; because  of  McKillop 's  long  delay  in  filing  his  application 
after  he  had  actual  knowledge  of  the  issuance  of  Fetzer's  patent; 
and  because  Fetzer  possessed  expert  knowledge  of  grain-drills  and 
was  in  a  position  to  know  what  changes  would  be  necessary.  The 
decision  in  Kreag  v.  Geen  {C.  D.,  1907,  502 ;  127  O.  d.,  1581 ;  28  -Vpp. 
D.  C,  437)  is  apposite  here.  In  that  case  the  court,  by  Mr.  Chief 
Justice  Shepard,  said: 

The  relation  at  employer  and  employee  once  established,  tlii>  law  Ifl  well  settled 
that  when  one  concelvea  the  principle  or  plan  ol  an  Invention,  and  employs 
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anoUier  to  perfect  the  details  And  realize  his  conception,  though  the  latter 
mar  make  valuable  Improvementa  therein,  such  Improved  result  belongs  to  the 
employer.  •  •  •  As  before  declared,  It  is  not  our  province,  nnder  the  limita- 
tion of  the  Jurisdiction  conferred  upon  u'6  In  such  cases  as  this,  to  say  that  the 
Improvement  was  the  result  of  mere  tnechanlcal  skill  rather  than  of  InTentlon. 

In  the  present  case  the  relation  of  employer  and  employee  is  estab- 
-  lished,    McKillop  has  failed  to  explain  his  long -delay  in  asserting  his 
claimi:^,  and  has  likewise  failed  to  overcome  the  burden  that  was 
upon  him. 

The  decision  of  the  Commisaioner  is  a^rmed.  The  clerk  of  the 
vaurt  will  certify  thin  opinion  and  the  proceedings  in  this  court  to 
the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  in  accordance  vnth  law. 


■  Court  oC  Appeals  of  the  Dlatrlct  or  Colainbla.] 
In  ee  White. 

Decidea  June  9,  1908. 
136  O.  G.,  1771 ;  31  App.  D.  C.  607. 

1.  Patkntabilitt— Pbocesb. 

A  claim  for  a  process  of  forming  metal  rings  which  differs  from  the 
references  merely  b;  the  statement  that  a  bead  Is  formed  centrally  of  the 
blank  Reia  unpatentable, 

2.  Saue — Saue — FuscnoK  of  Machine. 

A  clulm  for  a  process  Ueld  unpatentable  when  It  does  not  appear  that 
said  process  can  be  carried  out  by  any  other  means  than  that  invented  for 
such  purpose  by  appellant  and  for  which  he  has  obtained  a  patent. 

Mr.  L.  P.  "Whitaher  for  the  appellant. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Tennant  iav  the  Commissioner  of  Patents. 

Shepabd,  C,  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
refusing  claims  4  and  5  of  an  application  for  a  patent  for  a  process 
of  making  metal  rings  for  pipe-couplings. 
The  application  contained  five  claims  as  follows: 
1.  The  herein-described  process  of  forming  metal  rings  provided  with  flared 
ends  and  an  Internal  bead,  which  consists  In  forming  a  skelp  having  a  central 
longitudinal  bead  on  one  face,  and  lateral  edges  Inclined  toward  the  beaded 
face,  severing  said  skelp  and  forming  a  blank  therefrom  having  Its  ends  parallel 
and  Inclined  to  the  faces  thereof,  bending  the  blank  Into  circular  form  with 
the  bead  on  the  Inner  side  and  welding  the  ends  together,  flaring  the  ends  of 
the  ring  so  formed  and  bringing  Its  Inclined  edges  perpendicular  to  the  axis 
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of  tbe  ring  aad  expanding  the  portions  of  the  ring  between  Butd  flared  portions 
to  bring  It  to  a  true  circle  of  required  diameter. 

2.  Tbe  bereln-deecribed  process  of  forming  metal  rings  having  an  Internal 
bead,  and  flared  endn,  whlcb  consists  in  forming  a  blauli  consisting  of  a  flat 
plate  of  a  width  substantlaliy  equal  to  tbe  length  of  tbe  desired  ring,  and  a 
length  greater  than  tbe  perlpber;  thereof,  said  plate  being  provided  with  a 
longitudinal  bead  on  one  faoe.  and  having  Its  edges  inclined  toward  Its  beaded 
face,  forming  tbe  blank  into  a  ring  with  the  bead  Inside  and  welding  the  ends 
together  and  then  flaring  the  ends  of  the  ring  outwardly,  and  bringing  said 
inclined  edges  perpendicular  to  the  axis  of  tbe  ring. 

3.  The  bereln-deecribed  process  of  forming  metal  middle  rings  for  pipe- 
couplings  which  conslBtB  lu  bending  a  plate  or  blank  having  its  edges  inclined 
toward  one  of  its  faces,  into  ring  form,  welding  tbe  ends  of  the  binnk  together 
and  then  bending  marginal  portions  at  each  end  of  the  ring  outwardly  to  bring 
the  Inclined  faces  thereof  perpendicular  to  the  axis  of  tbe  ring,  substantially 
as  described. 

4.  The  herein-described  process  of  forming  metal  middle  rings  for  pipe-coup- 
lings provided  with  an  internal ly-pro]ecting  stop,  and  having  a  packing-recess 
at  eacb  end,  which  consists  in  forming  a  blank  consisting  of  n  flat  plate  biiving 
a  loagltudlnal  bead  located  centrally  on  one  side  of  the  same,  bending  said 
blank  Into  tbe  form  of  a  ring,  with  the  bead  on  tbe  Inside,  welding  the  ends 
of  the  blank  together,  and  then  bending  tbe  marginal  portions  of  tbe  ring  at 
each  end  thereof  bodily  outwardly  to  form  the  packing- recesses,  substantially 
as  described. 

5.  Tha  herein -described  process  of  forming  metal  middle  rings  for  plpe^»up- 
lliigs,  which  conslstH  In  bending  a  plate  or  blank  Into  ring  form,  welding  the 
ends  together  and  then  bending  marginal  portions  only  of  the  ring  at  eacb  end 
thereof  bodily  outwardly  out  of  line  with  the  central  portions  of  the  ring  be- 
tween said  marginal  portions,  substantially  as  described. 

The  Examiner  rejects  claims  1,  2,  4,  and  5,  and  allowed  claim  3. 
His  allowance  of  claim  3  was  on  the  ground  that  it  included  the  bevel- 
ing of  the  edges  in  the  flat  blank  in  order  to  bring  the  said  edges  in  a 
plane  perpendicular  to  the  axis  of  the  ring  after  the  flaring  operation. 
On  appeal  to  the  Examiners- in-Chief  they  affirmed  the  rejection  of 
the  remaining  claims.  The  Commissioner,  on  appeal,  reversed  this 
decision  as  to  claims  1  and  2,  and  affirmed  the  rejection  of  claims  4 
and  5.      He  said  that: 

Claim  3  having  been  allowed  because  It  Includes  the  limitation  that  tbe 
beveled  edges  of  tbe  flat  blanh  are  inclined  toward  one  of  Its  faces,  It  is  not 
believed  that  claims  1  and  2,  wblch  include  this  limitation  and  also  the  limi- 
tation of  forming  a  blank  with  a  bead  thereon,  that  is,  claims  which  state  tbe 
process  by  which  the  exact  article  shown  Is  made,  should  l>e  rejected. 

The  appealed  claims  4  and  5  were  rejected  on  Hambay's  patent 
April  19,  1887,  and  Boyd's  of  August  12,  1902. 

The  invention  consists  in  an  improved  method  or  process  of  manu- 
&ctnring  the  middle  ring  of  a  pipe-coupling  similar  to  the  middle 
ring  shown  in  a  prior  patent  to  S.  R.  Dresser,  dated  July  2.  1889. 
This  middle  ring  or  sleeve  is  slipped  over  the  meeting  ends  of  plain 
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or  unthreaded  pipes,  and  is  provided  with  a  central  stop  in  the  form 
of  an  annular  inwardly-projecting  bead  to  center  it  with  respect  to 
the  joint,  and  having  a  recess  at  each  end  to  receive  the  packing-rings 
of  rubber.  Clamping-rings  engage  the  outer  faces  of  the  packing- 
rings  and  are  compressed  by  bolts  which  compress  the  packing-rings 
and  produce  a  tight  joint.  These  middle  rings  were  of  cast-iron  to 
which  there  was  objection  on  account  of  sand  holes  which  required 
testing  before  use,  and  became  more  or  less  liable  to  crack  under 
strains  thereby  causing  leaks  in  the  joints.  To  avoid  these  difficulties, 
Dresser  proposed  to  make  the  rings  of  wrought  iron  or  steeL  The 
problem  which  appellant  undertook  to  solve  for  Dresser,  who  is  the 
assignee  of  his  application,  was  to  produce  a  process  of  making  these 
middle,  wrought-metal  rings,  at  or  near  the  cost  of  the  ones  made  of 
cast-iron. 

The  steps  in  his  process  are  described  in  appellant's  brief  as  fol- 
lows : 

1.  A  "  Bkelp  "  or  bar  of  eteel  or  wrought-lron  Ib  rolled  or  formed  consisting  of 
a  long  flat  piste,  of  a  width  equal  to  the  lengtb  of  the  middle  ring,  and  having 
on  one  face  a  longltudliially-dlBi>osed  central  rib  or  bead,  which  Is  to  form  the 
centering-stop  In  the  flnlshed  article. 

2.  A  HoctioD  of  this  skelp  Is  bent  Into  ring  form.  Kilh  the  central  head  inHde, 
tiTid  the  ends  of  the  section  are  united  by  welding  to  form  a  ring,  having  the 
internat  centering-stop. 

3.  Margliinl  iiortlons  of  this  ring  at  each  end  are  bent  bodilv  outicard,  to  pro- 
duce the  packing- recesses,  to  receive  the  packing-rings. 

They  are  specifically  stated  in  the  brief  for  the  Commissioner  as  ' 
follows : 

First.  Forming  by  rolling  a  "  akelp "  having  a  c^itral  longitudinal  bead  on 
one  face  and  the  lateral  edges  Inclined  toward  the  beaded  face. 

Hecond.  Severing  the  skelp  In  such  a  manner  that  a  blank  is  formed  having 
beveled  and  parallel  ends  by  means  of  wblcb  an  overlapping  welded  Joint  may 
be  formed. 

Third.  Bending  the  blauk  into  circular  form  with  a  bead  on  the  Inside  and 
Its  inclined  edges  overlapping  and  welding  the  «idB  together. 

Fourth.  Flaring  the  ends  of  the  ring  so  formed  and  bringing  its  Inclined 
edges  peri>endlcular  to  the  axis  of  the  ring. 

Firtb.  Expanding  the  interior  portion  of  the  ring  to  a  true  circle  of  tbe 
i'c<iulred  size. 

The  appellant  contends  that  he  is  entitled  not  only  to  the  claims 
for  the  process  of  making  the  rings  with  beveled  edges,  but  also  for 
tlie  process  of  making  them  without.  Claim  4  omits  the  beveled 
edges,  or  the  lateral  edges  inclined  toward  the  beaded  face,  described 
in  claims  1,  2,  and  3,  and  the  argument  in  its  support  is  that  because 
of  the  inner  bead  of  the  blank  it  cannot  be  bent  and  welded  on  a 
straight  or  tapered  mandrel  as  in  other  processes.  It  is  contended 
that  the  ordinary  mandrel  would  have  to  be  grooved  to  receive  the 
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bead,  which  would  be  locked  therein.  As  Hambay'is  patent  calls  for 
a  bead  or  rib  at  the  end,  or  near  the  edge  of  the  ring,  it  is  said  to  be 
obvious  that  a  mandrel  can  be  made  for  bending  and  welding,  with  a 
reduced  outer  end  from  which  its  removal  can  be  made;  and  it  is 
declared  that: 

Ab  a  matter  of  fact  the  appellant  vr&a  obliged  to  devise  a  s[>ectal  welding 
device,  for  which  be  has  been  granted  a  patent. 

The  process  of  making  the  rings  of  wrought  metal  and  then  bend- 
ing, welding  and  truing  them  was  well  known,  and  the  alleged  nov- 
elty of  appellant's  process  consists  in  doing  thi.s  with  blanks  having 
an  inner  bead  or  rib,  which  could  not  be  carried  out  on  an  ordinary 
mandrel,  or  one  with  the  reduced  outer  end  that  could  be  used  to 
accommodate  the  bead  in  Hambay's  construction.  No  other  way  is 
suggested  by  which  the  welding  can  be  successfully  done  than  by 
means  of  the  apparatus  which  the  appellant  has  patented  for  the 
purpose.    And  counsel  for  appellant  say  in  their  brief : 

No  "similar  proceBs"  Is  disclosed  in  the  prior  art  [latents,  and  no  process 
or  apparatus  has  been  disclosed  therein  which  could  be  used  lo  produce  the 
appellant's  ring. 

As  was  said  in  America  Lava  Co.  v.  Steward,  (155  Fed.  Rep., 
731,738:) 

No  doubt  It  la  competent,  when  the  circnmstanceB  permit  It,  for  an  inventor 
in  describing  a  machine  or  apparatus  wblcb  he  has  devised  to  make  a  claim 
for  a  process  wblcb  bis  patented  device  is  capable  of  carrying  out.  But  to 
entitle  him  to  do  this  the  process  must  be  one  caiHible  of  being  carried  out  by 
other  means  than  by  the  operation  of  bis  patented  machine,  and,  unless  such 
other  means  are  known  or  within  the  reach  of  ordlnnry  skill  and  Judgment,  the 
patentee  Is  bound  to  point  them  out:  for  unless  the  public  are  Informed  by 
what  other  means  the  process  can  be  carried  out,  the  process  Is  to  them  nothing 
else  than  tbe  operation  of  tbe  machine,  in  other  words,  the  exercise  of  its 
functions. 

The  function  of  a  machine  is  not  patentable.  (Risdon  Locomotioe 
Works  V.  Medart,  C.  D.,  1895,  330;  71  O.  G.,  757;  158  U.  S.,  68,  79; 
Weaiinff house  v.  Boyden  Power  Brake  Co.,  C.  D.,  1898, 443;  83  O.  G., 
1067;170U.  S.,  535,  537.) 

Claim  5  which  omits  the  beaded  inner  ring  is  obviously  not  patent- 
able.   As  said  by  the  Primary  Examiner: 

Flanging  of  pli)es  is  a  very  common  oi)eratlon,  and  if  tbe  Qulsbed  article  Is  to 
have  a  flanged  end,  as  In  this  case,  no  Invention  was  required  to  flange  it  by 
an  ordinary  method. 

The  decision  will  therefore  be  afjirmcd.  It  is  so  ordered,  and  that 
this  decision  he  certified  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents. 


,,  Google 
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[Court  of  Appeals  ot  the  District  of  Columbia.} 

Mead  v.  Davis  and  Vabney. 

Decided  June  9,  1908. 

136  O.  G..  2001 ;  31  App.  D.  a,  590. 

1.  I.STEBFEBERCB — PRIOBITT — DlLIOEnCt 

Where  ttie  inventor  ot  an  apparatus  for  supporting  Insnlattng  overbend- 
troltey  conductors  wblch  are  utilised  for  supplying  hlKh-voltage  energy  to 
bigh-speed  alternating-current  electric  railways  Is  not  tn  a  position  to  make 
an  actuiil  test  of  his  invention,  and  the  company  which  employs  him  Is 
likewise  not  In  a  jHisltlou  to  make  such  a  test,  he  cannot  be  held  lacking 
In  diligence  In  reducing  his  Invention  to  practice  between  Murcb,  1901, 
and  December  2,  1904,  where  he  approached  a  railway  compnoy  In  March 
and  endeavored  to  have  his  Invention  tried  out,  ordered  an  Insulator  which 
WBB  one  of  tbe  essential  features  of  the  apparatus  and  received  the  same 
in  October,  procured  a  visit  from  the  officers  of  another  electric  railway 
company  In  September,  and  early  in  Etecember  attached  a  crude  apparatus 
to  the  fence  In  tbe  factory'yard  to  see  how  It  would  appear  and  operate. 

2.  Same — Saue — Delay  im  Filino  Applicatiow  PEBurrrEn. 

The  Inventor  is  entitled  to  a  reasonable  time  to  ])erfect  his  inveatloD 
t)efore  applying  tor  a  patent,  and  what  is  a  reasonable  time  Is  dependmt 
u[>oii  the  clrcumstiinces  of  tbe  particular  case. 

Mr.  F.  T.  Brown  and  Mr.  F.  A.  Hopkina  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  IF.  G.  Carr  for  the  appellee. 

Shefard,  C.  J.: 

Tliis  is  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
in  an  interference  proceeding  having  the  following  issue  in  seventeen 
counts : 

1.  In  an  overhead  structure  for  electric  railways,  tbe  combination  with  a  pole 
and  an  arm  projecting  laterally  therefrom,  an  Inclined  brace-rod  between  said 
arm  and  said  pole,  insulators  adjustably  mounted  upon  tbe  laterally-projecting 
arm,  it  messeuger^cable  suspended  from  one  of  said  insulators,  a  trolley-con- 
ductor suspended  from  said  niessenger'Cable  and  a  steadying-rod  exteudiDg 
between  the  troll ey-conductor  and  tbe  other  Insulator. 

2.  lu  an  overhead  structure  for'  electric  railways,  a  trolley-conductor,  a 
messenger  wire  or  cable  from  wblcb  tbe  trolley-conductor  Is  suspended,  a 
supporting  structure  embodying  adjustable  Insulators,  means  for  sus[tendliig 
the  messenger  wire  or  cable  from  one  of  said  insulators,  and  a  steadying-rod 
between  the  trolley-conductor  and  the  other  insulator. 

3.  The  combination  with  an  approximately  horizontal  rod  or  bar,  of  a  clr- 
cumferentlally  grooved,  tubular  Insulator  that  is  so  mounted  upon  said  arm 
or  bar  as  to  be  longitudinally  adjiiatiible,  and  means  for  detachably  clamping 
the  insulator  In  any  iwsltion  to  which  it  may  be  adjusted. 

4.  The  combination  with  a  clrcnmfereutlnlly  grooved  insulator  having  a 
hole  extending  longitudinally  through  It,  of  a  supporting  member  of  lees 
diameter  than  said  bole  upon  which  tbe  lusulator  Is  mounted  and  means  for 
clamping  the  Insulator  Id  any  position  to  which  It  niiiy  be  longitudinally 
adjusted. 
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5.  A  cyliDdiical  porcelain  lasnlator  tor  an  electric  cooductor  having  one  or 
more  circumferential  grooves  and  provided  wltb  means  for  bo  clamping  It  to 
an  internal  support  that  It  maf  be  longitudinally  adjueted  thereon. 

6.  A  tubular  Insolator  having  circumferential  ridges  and  means  tor  so 
clamping  It  to  a  supporting  arm  or  bar  that  It  may  be  longitudinally  adjustable. 

7.  ,ln  a  suspension  device  for  trolley  or  other  wires  or  conductors,  an  arm  or 
bracbet,  an  Insulator  sleeved  thereon,  a  trolley  or  other  wire  or  conductor 
supported  by  said  insulator,  and  an  Insnlated  brnce-rod  connected  to  said 
nlre  or  conductor. 

8.  In  a  suspension  device  for  trolley  or  other  wires  or  conductors,  an  arm  or 
bracket,  an  Insulator  sleeved  upon  said  arm  or  bracket,  a  trolley  or  other 
wire  or  conductor  supported  by  said  Insulator,  an  auxiliary  Insulator,  and  a 
brace-rod  connected  to  said  auxiliary  Insulntor  aud  to  said  wire  or  conductor. 

9.  Id  a  sDapeuBlon  device  for  trolley  or  other  wires  or  conductors,  an  arm  or 
bracket,  an  Insulator  sleeved  thereon,  an  anxllltiry  InHuiator  also  sleeved  npon 
said  arm  or  bracket,  a  trolley  or  other  wire  or  conductor  supported  by  said 
first-mentioned  iusulator.  and  a  brace- rod  connected  respectively  to  said 
auxiliary  Insulator  and  to  the  trolley  or  other  wire  or  conductor. 

10.  In  a  Busiwnslon  device  for  trolley  or  other  wires  or  conductors,  an  arm 
or  bracket,  an  insulator  sleeved  thereon,  a  nies-tenger-wire  supported  by  said 
insulator,  a  trolley  or  other  wire  or  conductor  suspended  from  said  messenger- 
wire,  an  auxiliary  insulator,  and  a  brace-rod  re8|>ectlvely  connected  to  said 
aoxniary  insulator  and  said  trolley  or  other  wire  or  conductor. 

IL  la  a  suspension  device  for  trolley  or  other  wires  or  conductors,  an  arm 
or  bracket,  means  for  supporting  the  same,  an  insulator  carried  by  said  aim 
or  brocket  a  messenger- wire  supported  by  said  insulator,  a  trolley  or  other 
wire  or  conductor  susi>ended  from  said  messenger-wire,  an  auxiliary  insulator 
also  mounted  on  said  arm  or  bracket,  and  a  brace-rod  respectively  connected 
to  said  auxiliary  insulator  and  to  said  trolley  or  other  wire  or  conductor. 

12.  The  combination  with  a  supporting-post,  an  arm  or  bracket  supported  at 
one  end  by  said  post,  a  brace  connecting  said  arm  or  bracket  and  post  an 
Insulator  sleeved  upon  the  free  end  of  said  arm  or  bracket  a  trolley  or  other 
wire  or  conductor  supported  from  snid  Insulator,  and  means  tor  bracing  said 
trolley  or  other  wire, 

13.  The  combination  with  a  supporting-post  an  arm  or  bracket  supported  at 
one  end  upon  said  post,  a  brace  connecting  said  arm  or  bracket  and  said  post, 
an  Insulator  sleeved  upon  said  arm  or  bracket  a  messenger- wire  supported  by 
Bald  insulator,  a  trolley  or  other  wire  or  conductor  suspended  from  said  men- 
senger-wire,  and  means  for  brncloft  snId  trolley  or  other  wire  or  conductor. 

14.  In  a  BUS|)ensloa  device  for  trolley-wires  or  other  conductors,  an  arm  or 
bracket  and  means  for  supporting  the  same,  In  combination  with  a  sleeve  com- 
posed of  Insutiiting  material  into  which  said  bracket  passes,  means  passing 
around  said  sleeve  tor  supporting  a  trolley-wire  or  conductor,  and  adjustable 
means  on  the  bracket  for  holding  the  sleeve  against  longitudinal  movement 
thereon. 

15.  In  a  suspension  device  for  trolley-wlree  or  other  conductors,  an  arm  or 
bracket  means  tor  supporting  the  same.  In  combination  with  a  sleeve  composed 
of  insulating  material,  and  through  which  said  bracket  pas-sea,  the  outer  or 
free  end  of  said  bracket  being  of  uniform  diameter,  whereby  the  sleeve  may 
be  adjusted  longitudinally  on  said  arm,  the  sleeve  having  means  for  supiwirt- 
Ing  a  trolley-wire  iind  holding  the  wire  against  movement  longitudinally  of  the 
sleeve,  and  adjustable  means  for  holding  the  sleeve  against  movement  longi- 
tudinally on  said  arm. 

69025— H.  Doc  134a,  6 
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16.  In  a  snspenBtoQ  device  for  trolley-wlrefi  or  otber  conductors,  an  arm  or 
hraclcet,  end  means  for  supporting  tbe  same  In  substantially  a  borlsontal  posi- 
tion, In  combination  with  a  sleeve  composed  of  iaBUlatlng  material,  tbroogti 
which  said  arm  passes,  tbe  outer  or  free  end  of  said  arm  being  of  soMller 
diameter  than  the  passage  through  tbe  sleeve,  wbenby  tbe  tieeve  mBT  be 
Ellppeil  orer  tbe  oater  end  of  tbe  arm  after  tbe  aim  Is'  Bx6A  In  place,  or  ma.v 
be  removed  tbercrfrom,  and  means  for  holding  the  Bleeve  against  loflgitudlnal 
movement  on  the  arm. 

17.  In  a  auapenslon  device  for  trolley-wires  the  combination  wltb  n  snpport- 
log-post,  of  a  brechet-Bupport  at  one  end  of  said  post,  a  brSce-rod  supporthig 
said  bracket  on  the  post,  an  insulator  sleeved  upon  tbe  free  end  of  said 
bracKet,  a  messenger-wire  supported  h;  said  sleeve  nnd  a  trolley-wire  or  other 
conductor  suspended  from  said  mesMmger-wire. 

The  invention  of  the  issue  is  designed  for  supporting  insulating 
overhead -trolley  conductors  which  are  utilized  for  supplying  high- 
voltage  energy  to  high-speed  ftltemating-current  electric  railways, 
and  embodies  a  specific  arrangement  of  an  adjustable  insulator,  and 
supports  by  means  of  which  the  trolley-wire  is  held  in  a  position 
over  the  middle  of  and  substantially  parallel  with  the  track.  As 
stated  by  the  Examiners-in-Chief,  the  counts  may  be  arranged 
roughly  in  two  groups  or  divisions,  one  embracing  counts  3,  4,  5,  8, 
14,  15,  16,  and  17,  and  the  other  the  remaining  counts.  The  first- 
named  group  does  not  require  means  for  bracing  the  trolley-con- 
ductor, defined  in  some  of  the  counts  on  the  steadying  or  brace  rod, 
while  the  second  does. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  real  parties  in  interest,  as  the  owners  of  the 
invention,  claimed  respectively,  are  the  Ohio  Brass  Company  and 
the  Westinghouse  Electric  and  Manufacturing  Company.  Davis 
and  Varney  are  engineers  in  the  employ  of  the  Westinghouse  Com- 
pany, and  their  application  was  filed  October  19,  1904.  M«ad  ia  the 
engineer  of  the  Ohio  Brass  Company,  and  filed  December  2,  1904. 
In  their  preliminary  statement,  Davis  and  Varney  allege  the  con- 
ception of  count  1  and  disclosure  "  between  the  8th  day  of  April  and 
the  5th  day  of  August,  1904,"  and  reduction  to  practice  "  between 
the  5th  day  of  August  and  the  Ist  day  of  October,  1904."  They 
allege  that  counts  5  and  6  were  conceived  and  disclosed  "  between  the 
1st  day  of  March  and  the  6th  day  of  April,  1904,"  and  reduced  to 
practice  "  between  the  6th  and  30th  days  of  April,  1904,"  The  con- 
ception and  disclosure  of  counts  2,  3,  4,  and  7  to  17  inclusive  are 
alleged  as  "  between  the  1st  day  of  March  and  the  20th  of  June, 
1904 ;"  reduction  to  practice  "  between  the  20th  day  of  June  and  the 
15th  day  of  July,  1904." 

Mead's  preliminary  statement  alleges  the  conception  of  the  inven- 
tion embraced  in  counts  1,  3,  4,  5,  6,  14,  15,  16,  and  17  "  in  the  latter 
part  of  February,  1904,"  and  of  counts  2,  7,  8,  9,  10,  11,  12,  and  18 
"  in  March,  1904."    He  alleged  disclosure  of  the  first  group  with 
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sketches  "  on  or  before  the  second  day  of  March,  1904,"  and  the 
makiDg  of  a  drawing  of  the  same  "  on  the  3d  day  of  March,  1904." 
He  alleged  the  disclosure  of  the  second  group  "  in  the  month  of 
March,  11)04."  He  further  alleged  the  disclosure  of  the  entire  issue 
"  to  Harry  P.  Davis  and  others  connected  with  the  Westin^ouse 
Company  in  the  spring  or  early  summer  of  1904."  He  further  al- 
leged the  completion  of  a  full-aized  operating  device  capable  of  being 
used  for  the  purposes  intended,  in  December,  1904,  and  the  subse- 
quent manufacture  and  sale  of  several  hundred  of  the  devices  em- 
bodying the  counts  of  the  issue. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  found  that  Mead  had  the  drawing 
made  on  March  3,  1904,  which  illustrates  a  horizontal  arm  attached 
to  a  pole,  an  adjustable'  insulator  thereon,  and  a  brace  for  the  arm ;  * 
and  that  he  had  a  conception  of  all  the  counts  by  the  last  of  March, 
1904.  He  awarded  conception  to  Davis  and  Vamey  as  to  all  counts 
as  early,  at  least,  as  April  21,  1904.  He  then  held  that  Mead  had 
failed  to  show  disclosure  of  the  invention  to  Davis  and  Vamey  in 
April,  1904,  as  all^;ed ;  that  he  had  not  reduced  to  practice  prior  to 
his  filing  date  of  December  S,  1904 ;  and  that  he  was  not  diligent  in 
the  prosecution  of  his  invention  at  the  time  when  Davis  and  Vamey 
entered  the  field.    He,  therefore,  awarded  priority  to  the  latter. 

The  Examiners-in-Chief  held  that  Mead  was  the  first  to  conceive 
as  to  counts  3,  4,  5,  6,  14,  15,  16,  and  17.  That  Davis  and  Vamey 
cmiceived  as  to  all  counts,  save  No.  1,  as  early  as  April  21,  1904,  as 
to  count  1,  as  early  as  July  20,  1904.  They  found  that  the  evidence 
was  insufficient  to  show  that  Davis  and  Varney  obtained  their  in- 
formation from  Mead,  and  also  that  Mead  was  lacking  in  diligence. 
They,  therefore,  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interfer- 
ences. 

The  Commisffloner  after  reviewing  the  previous  decisions  said: 

The  record  before  us  leaves  do  doubt  that  Mend  whb  tLc  first  to  conceive 
the  InrenlloD  but  the  last  to  reduce  the  same  to  practice,  and  this  seems  not 
to  be  questioned. 

He  found,  however,  that  Mead  was  lacking  in  diligence.  He 
found  it  unnecessary  to  determine  the  exact  date  of  conception  by 
Davis  and  Vamey  which  he  said  occurred  some  time  before  July  11, 
1904.  He  also  held  the  evidence  insufficient  to  show  communication 
by  Mead  to  Davis  and  Varney,  and  affirmed  the  decisitm  in  their 
favor. 

Without  reviewing  the  evidence  on  the  point,  we  concur  in  tlie 
finding  that  Mead  was  the  first  to  conceive  the  invention  of  the  issue. 

Arthur  L.  Wilkinson,  the  secretary  of  the  Ohio  Brass  Company, 
testified  to  calling  upon  L.  A.  Osborne,  fourth  vice-president  of  the 
Westinghouse  Electric  and  Manufacturing  Company,  on  April  5, 
1904;  that  they  conversed  in  regard  to  the  new  feature  of  high 
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voltage  then  beguining  to  attract  attention;  and  that  he  told  him 
of  Mead's  invention.  A  suggestion  was  made  that  there  should  be 
a  conference  between  their  respective  engineers.  Osborne  denied 
that  the  invention  was  communicated,  but  said  that  the  conversation 
had  relation  only  to  the  sale  by  the  Ohio  Brass  Company  of  certain 
of  its  overhead  constructions  as  shown  in  its  catalogue,  etc  On 
April  15,  1904,  Osborne  wrote  to  C.  K.  King,  vice-president  of  the 
Ohio  Brass  Company,  saying : 

ReferrlQS  to  our  conversation  to-day  on  the  matter  of  overhead  trolley  ma- 
terial, and  to  your  ausgeetion  fbat  your  eif^neera  meet  with  our  engineer  to 
dlBCOBS  tbe  subject;  I  have  to  advise  that  onr  Mr.  DavfB  will  be  glad  to  see 
your  Mr.  Mead  here  one  week  from  to-day,  that  la,  the  22d  Inst 

This  meeting  was  held  as  arranged.  Mead  says  that  he  then 
showed  his  drawing  of  March  3, 1901,  to  Davis,  and  also  marked  on 
it  showing  the  additional  features,  the  drawing  for  which  had  not 
then  been  made,  though  in  the  hands  of  the  draftsman.  Davis  denied 
that  a  drawing  was  shown  him  or  any  explanation  made.  He  says 
that  the  conversation  related  to  low-voltage  currents,  and  to  Mead's 
desire  to  influence  him  to  recommend  that  the  two  companies  join  in 
the  development  of  material  for  high-voltage  currents.  That  Mead 
stated  he  would  like  to  submit  some  designs  for  high-tension  material, 
to  which  witness  agreed.  Mead  left,  "  stating  that  as  soon  as  these 
plane  were  developed  he  would  advise  me  and  return  with  them." 
That  nothing  was  again  heard  from  Mead  until  June  or  July  when 
he  showed  some  sketches,  very  elementary  in  character,  showing  a 
sleeve  type  of  insulator.    This — 

resranbled  so  closely  those  which  we  bad  developed  I  felt  confident  that  some 
Information  had  be«i  given  to  him  of  our  designs.  Ab  we  had  already  com- 
pleted designs,  manufactured  models,  and  had  a  complete  Hue  of  details  de- 
veloped and  In  process  of  manufacture,  and  bad  had  a  sample  of  the  constrnc- 
tlon  erected  for  some  months.  I  felt  that  It  was  waste  of  time  on  both  his  part 
and  my  own  to  carry  the  matter  along  farther.  I,  therefore,  did  not  go  intn 
details  with  him,  bnt  only  briefly  discussed  his  plans  and  brought  the  tnterrlew 
to  a  close. 

There  was  no  third  person  present  at  any  of  these  interviews,  and 
the  burden  is  upon  Mead  to  show  what  occurred. 

In  this  conflict  of  statements  there  are  circumstances  which  tend  to 
corroborate  the  evidence  of  Wilkinson  and  Mead.  The  invention  was 
known  to  Wilkinson  when  he  visited  Osborne,  because  he  had  seen 
and  had  explained  to  him  the  completed  drawing  of  March  3,  1904, 
If  the  sole  object  of  his  interview  was  an  arrangement  for  supplying 
his  well-known  materials,  no  reason  appears  why  the  matter  should 
have  been  referred  to  the  engineer  for  investigation  and  considera- 
tion, instead  of  to  the  purchasing  agent.  Xor  does  it  appear  why 
Osborne  and  Wilkinson  were  not  competent  to  settle  such  a  matter 
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without  the  intervention  of  the  engineers.  On  the  other  hand,  it  was 
quite  natural  to  refer  to  the  engineers  any  matter  of  contemplated 
construction  and  introduction. 

Mead  was  in  full  possession  of  the  invention,  and  it  was  one  that 
his  company  was  not  prepared  to  put  in  actual  practice.  The  best 
that  it  could  do  was  to  have  the  matter  taken  up  by  some  one  operat- 
ing or  controlling  a  railway,  and  then  manufacture  and  furnish  the 
several  items  of  construction.  Mead  had,  in  March,  explained  his 
plans  to  parties  engaged  in  constructing  a  railway,  in  which  the 
Westinghouse  Company  was  in  some  way  concerned.  There  was 
every  reason,  therefore,  why  he  should  take  his  drawing  with  him 
for  exhibition  to  Davis,  and  none  why  he  should  have  concealed  it. 
And  if  the  purpose  was  to  secure  a  contract  for  making  new  mate- 
rial, there  is  no  reason  why  Davis  should  have  concealed  his  inven- 
tion, especially  on  July  11,  1904,  when,  as  he  said,  the  patterns  were 
being  made.  We  do  not  find  it  necessary,  however,  in  view  of  our 
conclusion  as  to  the  diligence  of  Mead,  to  determine  this  issue. 

We  cannot  agree  with  the  Commissioner  that  Mead,  having  been 
the  first  to  conceive  the  invention,  has  lost  his  right  to  a  patent  for  it 
by  reason  of  negligence.  The  question  of  what  is  due  diligence  is  a 
question  of  mixed  law  and  fact.  There  is  no  hard  and  fast  rule  by 
which  to  determine  its  existence  in  a  particular  case.  It  must  be 
determined  by  all  the  facts  and  surrounding  circumstances  in  the 
particular  case.  {O'ConneU  v.  Schmidt,  C.  D.,  1906,  662;  122  O.  G., 
2065;  27  App.  D.  C,  77,  82.)  The  Ohio  Brass  Company  was  in  no 
condition  to  make  a  practical  test  of  the  invention  under  conditions 
of  actual  use.  It  had  no  electrical  railway  plant  and  no  interest  in 
or  control  over  one.  The  most  it  could  do  was  to  obtain  its  trial  and 
adoption  by  some  one  constructing  or  controlling  an  electric  railway 
using,  or  proposing  to  use,  the  high-voltage  alternating  current.  In 
March,  after  his  drawing  had  been  made.  Mead  applied  to  the  par- 
ties constructing  the  Indianapolis  and  Cincinnati  Electric  Railway 
to  have  them  try  his  invention.  They  had  one  of  their  own  in  con- 
templation which  they  preferred  to  try,  and,  moreover,  told  Mead 
that  the  material  used  by  them  must  first  be  approved  by  the  West- 
inghouse Company.  Passing  by  the  interview  with  the  Westing- 
house  people,  it  appears  that  an  attempt  was  made  to  find  some  others 
engaged  in  the  railway  business  who  would  use  the  invention;  but 
without  success.  The  Ohio  Brass  Company  was  not  engaged  in  man- 
ufacture of  porcelain,  and  in  July  concluded  to  have  the  adjustable 
insulators  made.  They  gave  an  order  to  the  Locke  Porcelain  Co. 
to  make  some,  which  were  delivered  in  October,  1904.  In  September, 
1904,  they  procured  a  visit  from  the  officers  of  an  electric  road  at 
Atlanta  and  tried  to  get  them  to  adopt  the  invention.    As  they  did 
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not  intend  to  use  more  than  1,000  or  2,000  volts,  they  thou^t  it  was 
unnecessary  as  it  was  more  expensive  than  the  old  fonn  for  low 
voltage.  Early  in  December  they  attached  arms  to  a  fence  in  the 
factory  and  put  on  their  adjustable  insulator  with  a  view  to  see  how 
it  would  appear  and  operate  in  that  way  without  wires  and  electric 
carrent.  Early  in  1905,  they  manufactured  and  sold  some  of  the 
appliances  to  the  West  Shore  Railway,  none  of  which  have  been  re- 
ported as  unsatisfactory.  That  it  was  no  easy  matter  to  manufacture 
and  put  the  new  invention  in  operation  appears  frtHn  the  fact  that 
the  Westinghouse  people,  though  claiming  invention  early  in  April, 
did  not  put  it  to  actual  test  on  their  "  interworks  railway"  until 
August  or  September.  They  first  put  it  up,  as  their  testimony 
tended  to  show,  in  a  building  without  using  a  current,  and  when  it 
was  used  on  the  interworks  railway,  two  sections  of  the  road  were 
equipped  with  other  devices,  one  of  which  was  that  devised  by  J<mes 
for  use  on  the  Indianapolis  and  Cincinnati  Railway,  before  referred 
to.  The  conditions  presented  by  the  evidence  in  this  case  make  it 
quite  different  from  those  in  Laa>i  tt-  Sponenherg  v.  Seott,  (C.  D., 
1906,  621;  122  O.  G.,  352;  26  App.  P.  C,  354,  861,)  which  the  Com- 
missioner cited  in  support  of  his  conclusion.  In  that  case,  the  device 
was  a  comparatively  simple  one  that  could  have  been  quickly  made. 
Scott  had  sufficient  means  for  the  purpose,  and  was  engaged  in 
making  some  other  inventions.  From  May  12,  1902,  until  late  in 
the  fall  of  1903,  he  did  nothing.  For  more  than  a  year  before 
his  rival  entered  the  field,  he  had  done  nothing  but  attempt  to 
induce  Walker,  a  capitalist,  to  join  him  in  the  exploitation  of  the 
invention.  Walker  was  not  willing  to  undertake  it  before  October, 
1903,  when  he  agreed  to  a  plan  that  was  completed  in  December. 
Scott  had  sufficient  means  of  his  own  to  exploit  the  invention,  though 
not  on  the  large  scale  which  he,  perhaps,  contemplated  with  the  aid 
of  Walker.    For  this  reason,  he  was  held  wanting  in  due  diligence. 

It  is  true  that  Mead  might  have  gone  into  the  Patent  Office  and 
preserved  his  rights  by  constructive  reduction  to  practice.  As  the 
invention  was  intended  to  apply  in  a  business  then  beginning  to  de- 
velop, he  was  entitled  to  a  reasonable  time  to  perfect  his  invention 
before  asking  for  a  patent.  The  case  of  Seebergerv,  Dodge,  (C.  D., 
1905,  603;  114  O.  G.,  2382;  24  App.  D.  C,  476,)  also  cited  by  the 
Commissioner,  holds  that  where  an  inventor  cannot  reasonably  reduce 
to  actual  practice,  he  should  show  diligence  by  applying  for  a  patent. 
It  was  said  there : 

Granting  the  contention,  that  actual  reduction  to  practice  la  preferable  to  tliat 
wblch  la  conatructlve,-  merel;,  as  more  to  the  interest  of  the  public,  and  that 
reaaonable  Indulgence  ougbt  to  be  extended  to  one  pursuing  that  conrse  In  good 
&ltb,  ret  when  tbe  craistmcUoQ  ot  an  experimental  device  Involvea  ao  great 
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cost  and  rtsk  that  an  luventor,  thoagh  posaewed  of  aafflclent  meana,  may  well 
liealUte  to  undertake  tbe  aame  at  hla  own  expenae,  due  diligence  requires  that 
be  should  then  attempt  to  aeenre  hla  right  and  promote  tbe  public  Intereat  by 
flllug  an  application  for  a  patent 

What  was  then  said  must  be  considered  in  connection  with  the  facts 
to  which  it  applied.  The  invention  was  of  a  very  expensive  device 
known  as  an  escalator.  Seeberger  was  a  man  of  means  and  mi^ht 
have  built  and  operated  one;  but  the  expense  was  so  great  that  it  was 
hardly  reasonable  to  do  so  under  tbe  circun^tances.  He  had  con- 
ceived the  invention  in  May,  1895,  and  shortly  thereafter  had  a  com- 
pleted drawing.  His  evidence  tended  to  show  that  he  had  tried  at 
various  times  to  have  his  escalator  constructed  and  put  in  public  use, 
but  without  fluccess.  He  was  interested  in  other  patents,  two  of 
which  he  had  applied  for  himself,  one  in  December,  189fi,  and  the 
other  May  19,  1896.  He  had  purchased  an  interest  in  Wheeler's 
patent.  In  this  instance  he  delayed  filing  until  October  22,  1901, 
while  his  rival  had  filed  on  January  22,  1898.  He  had  seen  Dodge's 
device  in  December,  1897,  and  had  some  talk  with  him  about  uniting 
their  interests.     In  conclusion,  the  Court  said : 

Tbe  tellnre  of  Seeberger  to  make  an  application  before,  and  eepedally  after 
■eelng  Dodge's  device  and  hearing  hla  statement,  ctin  onlj  be  attributed,  In  our 
opinion,  to  his  confidence  in  the  scope  of  the  Wheeler  patente.  He  owned  onC' 
half  of  the  later  one  of  these  hy  asalgnm«it  made  before  Issue,  and  In  June.  1890. 
puFcbaeed  a  half  interest  In  the  earlier  one.  He  made  tbe  last  purctinse  because 
he  had  been  adTlBed  that  it  was  "  necessaiy  In  order  to  ctmtrol  the  field."  And 
Bo  eeaentlal  to  bia  Interests  did  he  regard  the  ownership  of  this  patent  that  on 
August  13,  1896,  he  secured  an  option  to  secure  Wheeler's  remaining  interest, 
which  was  flnallj  exercised  in  1S97.  For  obvious  reasous,  his  confidence  In  tbe 
domlnaUng  ttcope  of  the  Wheeler  patents  Is  no  excuse  for  delay.  iPlati  v. 
BKipley,  C.  D.,  1896.  307 ;  S2  O.  G.,  461 ;  11  App.  D.  C,  S78,  SSS.) 

In  the  case  at  bar  nine  months,  less  one  day,  elapsed  between  the 
date  of  the  first  drawing  on  March  3,  1904,  and  the  date  of  filing. 
The  seccmd  drawing  c(»npleting  the  entire  invention  of  the  issue  was 
not  completed  until  April.  During  the  interval,  efforts  were  made 
to  secure  the  introduction  of  the  invention,  which,  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, we  think  constituted  sufficient  diligence  to  entitle  him  to 
the  benefit  of  his  earlier  conception.  Tbe  facts  and  circumstances 
bring  the  case  more  nearly  within  the  ruling  made  in  O^Connell  v. 
Schmidt  (C.  D.,  1806,  662;  122  O.  G.,  2065;  27  App.  D.  C,  77,  82) 
than  that  in  the  other  cases  mentioned.  Probably,  had  Davis  inti- 
mated to  Mead,  at  their  last  meeting  in  July,  1904,  that  he  had  con- 
ceived the  invention,  the  latter  might  have  filed  an  earlier  application. 

We  think  it  was  error  to  award  priority  to  Davis  and  Vamey,  and 
the  decision  will  be  reversed,  and  priority  awarded  to  Mead.  It  is  so 
ordered,  and  that  the  clerk  certify  this  decisicu  to  tbe  Ccoamissioner 
of  Patents.    Reversed. 
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[Court  of  Appe&la  ol  tbe  District  of  Columbia.) 
LiNDMABK  V.  HODGKINSON. 

DeiMeA  June  16,  1908. 
187  O.  G.,  228.    31  App.  D.  &,  612. 

1.  PBioBrrT—RioHT  OF  A  Fabtt  to  Mare  a  Claim. 

In  awnrdlng  priority  of  ioveaUoa  the  right  of  a  party  to  make  a  claiui 
may  be  coaeldered  as  aD  aocUlaFy  gueetion ;  hut  where  three  trtbanala  of 
the  Patent  Office  hnie  coocurred  In  answering  the  queatlou  Id  the  afflrmn- 
tlve  the  court  will  follow  them  unless  a  msQlfest  error  has  been  committed. 

2.  OOHOTBOCTION  OF  CLAIUS. 

A  limited  constructioD  will  not  be  put  upon  the  terms  of  a  claim  where 
It  appears  that  the  art  is  comparatively  new  and  the  terms  used  have  not 
acquired  a  flxed  and  dednlte  meaning  therein. 

Mr,  George  J.  Harding  and  Mr.  Frank  S.  Busaer  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  Melville  Church  and  Mr.  Jonathan  S.  Green  for  the  appellee. 

BOBB,  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  Lindmark  from  three  concurrent  and  adverse 
decisions  of  the  Patent  Office  tribunals  in  favor  of  Hodgkinson,  and 
involves  an  apparatus  or  device  for  governing  the  speed  and  power 
of  compound  steam-turbines.    The  issue  is  thus  stated : 

1.  In  combination  with  an  elastic- fluid-turbine  wheel,  n  device  tor  controlling 
the  admission  of  live  working  fluid  to  the  Inlet  of  aaid  wheel,  a  device  for  con- 
trolling the  admission  of  live  working  fluid  to  the  outlet  of  said  wheel  and 
means  controlled  by  said  wheel  for  operating  said  devices  to  vary  the  steam- 
preseure  exerted  by  said  fluid  respectively  on  tbe  opiwalte  eldes  of  said  wheel. 

2.  In  combination  with  an  elastlc-duld-turblne  wheel,  means  for  admitting 
live  working  fluid  simultaneously  to  both  sides  of  said  wheel,  and  a  device 
governed  by  the  speed  of  snld  wheel  for  regulating  the  admission  of  said  fluid 
to  the  exhaust  side  of  said  wheel. 

3.  In  eomhliiatlon  with  an  elastlc-fl  a  Id -turbine  wheel  and  its  eucloeing  casing, 
a  valve  for  admitting  live  working  fluid  to  tbe  Inlet  side  of  said  wheel,  a  valve 
for  admitting  live  working  fluid  to  the  exhaust  side  of  said  wheel  and  means 
controlled  by  said  wheel  for  governing  the  said  valves. 

4.  Id  combluatlon  with  an  eliistlc-fluld -turbine  wheel  and  Its  enclosing  casing, 
a  valve  for  admitting  fluid  to  the  inlet  of  said  wheel,  a  valve  for  admitting  fluid 
to  said  casing  on  the  exhauat  side  of  said  wheel,  and  means  controlled  by  said 
wheel  for  governing  said  valves,  tbe  Bald  means  being  constructed  and  arrangeil 
to  throttle  tbe  valve  communicating  with  the  exhaust  side  prior  to  throttling 
said  inlet- valve. 

A  patent  was  granted  Lindmark,  who  is  a  foreigner,  May  17,  ld04, 
on  an  application  filed  June  27,  1902.  On  October  4,  1904,  Hodg- 
kinson filed  an  application  for  the  reissue  of  his  patent  granted  Feb- 
ruary 9,  1904,  on  an  application  filed  May  24, 1902. 

It  is  earnestly  and  ably  contended  by  Lindmark's  counsel  that 
HodgkinBon  is  not  an  inventor  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  issue,  and 
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that,  therefore,  he  has  no  right  to  make  the  claims  of  the  issue.  In 
PodUsaJc  v.  Mclnnemey,  <C.  D.,  1906,  558;  120  O.  G.,  2127;  26  App. 
D.  C,  405)  the  rule  previously  adhered  to  in  this  court  was  modified, 
and  we  held  that,  in  awarding  priority  of  invention,  the  right  of  a. 
party  to  make  a  claim  mi^t  be  considered  as  an  ancillary  question. 
It  was  there  said,  however,  that  where  three  tribunals  of  the  Patent 
Office  have  concurred  in  answering  the  question  in  the  affirmative  this 
court  will  follow  them  unless  a  manifest  error  has  b,';- 1  committed. 
(See  also  United  States  ex  rel.  Newcornb  Motor  Co,  v.  Moore,  Com- 
mMsioner  of  Patents,  ante,  332;  133  O.  G.,  1680;  36  W.  L.  R.,  150.) 
Especially  is  this  true  in  a  case  like  the  present  which  involves  com- 
plicated construction  about  which  the  experts  of  the  Patent  Office 
are  less  liable  to  err  than  ourselves. 

In  Lindmark^s  specification  he  states  that  his  invention  is  not 
limited  to  any  specific  type  of  multiple  steam-turbines;  consequently 
his  apparatus  must  be  held  to  be  applicable  to  the  turbine  described 
by  Hod^inson.  Lindmark  further  states  that  his  invention — 
conslBta  lu  tbe  conililDatlon  wltb  an  elastic-flu  Id -turbine  wbeel,  of  meane  for 
admitting  live  working  fluid  from  a  source  of  supply  to  both  inlet  and  outlet 
of  said  wheel,  also  of  meaDS  for  regulating  the  flow  of  live  worlilog  fluid  so 
admitted,  also  of  means  for  etkctlns  this  regulation  automatically. 

In  Lindmark's  patent  there  are  three  or  more  valves  so  adjusted 
as  to  admit  steam  in  succession  to  successive  turbine  elements,  and. 
as  stated  in  his  specification,  if  all  the  valves  are  open — 
tbe  motor  fluid  passes  at  full  pressure  ic  tttt  several  chambers;  but  as  It 
enters  on  both  sides  of  wheels  I  II  III  there  will  be  no  flow  through  the  bucket- 
openings  of  said  wheels,  and  in  them  the  fluid  will  do  no  worh;  but  there  will 
be  a  flow  through  opening  to  wbeel  IV,  and  this  will  be  the  flrst  working  wheel 
of  the  compound  turbine. 

In  a  turbine  of  this  type  the  outlet  of  one  so-called  wheel  consti- 
tutes the  inlet  of  the  next. 

Hodgkinson  in  his  original  specification  states  that  his  invention — 
relates  to  valves  and  valve-controlling  meclinnlsm  for  regulating  or  controlllne 
a  supply  of  fluid  to  a  Bteam-englne  or  other  machine  or  apparatus;  and  It  baa 
for  its  object  to  provide  a  device  of  this  character  which  shall  be  compara- 
tively simple  in  construction  and  effective  and  certain  In  operation. 

When  this  question  was  before  Commissioner  Allen  on  Lindmark's 
motion  to  dissolve  he  said : 

Both  parties  disclose  turbines  having  a  number  of  suoceBslTe  wheels  and 
In  both  the  steam  may  be  admitted  to  the  flrst  wbeel  and  will  travel  through 
Uie  sucoesalve  wheels.  In  addition  to  the  Inlet  to  the  flret  wheel  both  parties 
diecloae  an  Inlet  for  supplying  steam  beyond  the  oi>erative  point  of  the  flrst 
wheel.  The  ateam  from  this  second  Inlet  operates  tbe  second  wheel  and  passes 
through  the  succeeding  wheels,  but  has  no  operative  effect  upon  the  first.  Both 
parties  disclose  automatic  means  for  regulating  the  supply  of  these  Inlets. 
■    *     ■    The  limitation  in  these  counts  which  is  supposed  to  mean  6 
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tbiDga  In  tbe  two  cased  la  ftmt  atmm  la  sdmltted  to  the  "outlet"  or  "exbanst 
Elde  "  of  the  wbeel.  In  devices  of  tbls  kind  tbe  inlet  of  tbe  second  wheel  is 
the  "outlet"  or  "exhaust"  of  the  flrat  and  therefore  it  would  se^n  that  tbe 
terms  could  have  but  one  meaning.  The  claims  of  both  parties  say  that  tbe 
steam  is  supi^ied  at  the  "  outlet "  and  the  Examiner  baa  found  that  this  st&te- 
ment  ia  justified  in  both  cases.  *  *  *  It  Is  not  clear  why  it  is  aupposed 
that  a  diflereat  operation  tabes  place,  but  it  does  seem  clear  that  if  It  does 
take  place,  It  is  due  to  some  difference  in  structure  not  set  forth  In  the  claims. 
It  Is  not  due  to  tbe  mere  fact  that  the  steam  is  supplied  to  the  outlet,  for  both 
parties  do  this.  Tbe  steam  being  supplied  at  tbe  same  place,  Its  Iwck  pressure 
will  be  tbe  same  and  necessarily  the  operation  will  t>e  tbe  same  unless  there 
ia  some  difference  in  tbe  construction  and  arrangement  of  the  wheel  or  of  Its 
connections  wblcb  produces  a  different  operation.  These  differences,  taowerer, 
if  they  exist,  are  not  stated  In  the  claim. 

The  question  was  agaiit  pressed  when  the  case  was  before  the  Ex- 
aminer of  Interferences,  who  in  deciding  it  said : 

It  ia  doubtless  true  tliat  there  are  certain  differences  in  the  coDStmctioD 
and  operation  of  the  devices  of  the  two  parties,  but  these  differences  are  not 
set  forth  in  tbe  claims  In  issu&  The  first  stage  of  tbe  Bodgldnson  device  Is  a 
"  turbine- wbeel."  Hodgklnsou  shows  valves  for  controlling  tbe  admission  of 
steam  to  the  Inlet  and  tbe  outlet  of  this  wbeel  and  means  controlled  by  tbe 
wheel  for  operating  these  valves.  In  tbe  Bodgklnson  device  the  primary  valve 
la  entirely  opened  before  tbe  secondary  valve  commences  to  open,  which  is  not 
true  In  the  Llndmark  device,  but  none  of  tbe  counts  of  tbe  Issue  set  forth  the 
timing  of  tbe  opening  of  the  valves.  Tbe  fourth  count  sets  tortb  Uiat  tlw 
means  for  goveruing  tbe  valves  is  "  arranged  to  throttle  tlie  valve  communi- 
cating with  the  exhaust  side  prior  to  throttling  said  inlet-valve."  This  Is  cer- 
tainly true  of  tbe  Hodgklnson  device  for  tbe  primary  valve  does  not  commence 
to  close  till  tbe  secondary  valve  is  fully  closed.  Furthermore,  when  the  second- 
ary valve  is  In  any  position  except  fully  closed  or  fully  opened  tbe  first  stage 
of  the  Hodgklnson  turbine  will  be  working  on  &  differential  of  pressure. 

Before  the  Examiners-in-Chief  it  was  again  contended  that  the 
Lindmarli  invention  was  different  from  Hodgkinson's,  but  the  Ex- 
aminers dismissed  the  contention  in  the  following  language : 

We  are  imable  to  agree  with  the  line  of  argument  advanced  on  behalf  of 
Llndmark  for  tbe  several  counts  of  the  issue  are  devoid  of  any  limitation  in- 
volving the  speclQc  timing  of  tlie  primary  and  the  secondary  valves  to  wlilch 
counsel  for  Llndmark  refers.  The  sole  requirement  of  tbe  flret  three  counts 
Is  that  tbe  governor  shall  control  tbe  primary  and  secondary  valves  <counts 
1  and  3)  or  control  the  secondary  valve  so  as  to  regulate  the  admisslmi  of  live 
working  fluid  to  the  exhaust  side  of  tbe  wheel  (count  2.)  Count  4  is  aomewliat 
more  speclflc  than  the  other  counts  for  It  states  that  the  eovemor  is  con 
structed  and  arranged  to  throttle  the  valve  communicating  with  the  exhaust 
aide  of  the  wbeel  prior  to  throttling  tbe  inlet-valve.  There  la  even  in  this 
count  no  language  which  may  reasonably  be  interpreted  as  referring  to  a  coo- 
atructlon  In  which  tbe  primary  and  secondary  valves  are  opoi  In  differeot 
degrees  so  as  to  admit  "Just  the  proper  amount  of  steam  at  the  proper  point" 
Aa  stated  by  tbe  Examiner  of  luterferences,  with  wliose  conclusian  we  folly 
agree,  none  of  the  counts  of  tlie  Issue  specifies  the  timing  of  tbe  opoiEng  of  tbe 
nUve. 


,C.ooglc 
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The  question  was  again  raised  when  the  case  was  before  Commis- 
sioDer  Moore  on  the  merits.  We  quote  the  following  from  his 
opimon : 

On  this  appeal  Llndtnarlc  also  raises  agaia  tlie  questloii  of  tbe  right  of 
Hodgklason  to  make  claims  (ormlnK  the  laaue.  He  contends  that  the  claims 
dtould  be  Gonatrued  Id  tbe  light  of  his  spaclflcatloD  and  limltEd  In  view  of  the 
prior  art  and  that  when  so  constnied  and  limited  they  do  not  read  on  Hodg- 
klnson'a  dlactoaure.  The  answer  to  this  contention  Is  that  If  LIndmarb 
desired  the  claims  Interpreted  or  limited  otherwise  than  expressed  by  the 
plain  and  uaual  meaning  of  the  words  employed  he  shonld  have  drawn  his 
clalxns  to  embody  the  meaning  Intaoded.  •  •  •  undmark  contends  that 
his  Invention  Is  for  a  new  system  of  turbine  regnlatlon  and  that  Hodgkln- 
son's  device  la  merely  for  the  purpose  of  automatically  taking  care  of  an 
overload.  If  this  contention  be  true,  tbe  difference  In  function  of  the  devices 
of  tbe  respective  parties  Is  accompllsbed  by  so  proportioning  the  tension  of 
the  springs  In  the  automatic  valves  that  the  secondary  valve  of  Hodgkinaon 
opena  only  under  tbe  effect  of  a  greater  load  upon  the  turbine  than  that 
required  to  open  said  valvea  la  Uadmark'H  turbine.  But  no  llmitatlona  of 
this  character  are  found  In  the  counts  of  tbe  laaue.  I  agree  with  the  con- 
clueloos  of  the  lower  tribunals  and  for  the  reaaona  stated  by  tbem  that  Bodg- 
klnaou  has  the  right  to  make  the  claims  forming  the  Issue. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  former  Commissioner  Allen,  the  Ex- 
aminer of  Interferences,  the  Esaminers-in-Cbief,  and  Commissioner 
Moore,  have  all  held  that,  so  far  as  the  record  discloses,  the  func- 
tions of  the  two  devices  are  the  same.  Lindmark's  counsel  in  their 
very  able  and  instructive  brief  contend  that,  because  Lindmark  in- 
troduces steam  into  both  sides  of  successive  units  of  the  turbine  at 
its  inlet  end,  he  effects  a  different  result  from  Hodgkinson  whose  by- 
pass or  secondary  valve  communicates  with  the  outlet  of  the  Rrst 
series  of  units.  In  the  Parsons  type  of  turbine  thei%  are  several 
groups  of  these  u&its  which  progressively  increase  in  diameter  and 
constitute  the  high,  intermediate,  and  low  pressure  divisions  pf  the 
turbine.  Lindmark  arbitrarily  designates  each  unit  a  "  wheel,"  and 
takes  issue  with  the  Patent  Office  for  permitting  Hodgkinson  to  treat 
each  of  the  different  series  of  units  as  wheels.  This  being  a  com- 
paratively new  art,  and  it  not  appearing  that  the  term  "  wheel  "  as 
applied  to  it  has  obtained  a  fixed  and  definite  meaning,  we  see  no 
reason  why  each  series  of  units  is  not  entitled  to  he  called  a  wheel  in 
construing  the  claims  of  the  issue.  The  passage  of  steam  from  the 
inlet  end  of  the  first  series  of  units  to  its  outlet  end  is  instantaneous; 
hence  we  are  unable  to  understand  wherein  there  is  any  difference  in 
function  in  the  two  devices.  As  has  been  well  stated  by  the  tribunals 
of  the  Patent  Office,  if  Lindmark  desired  a  claim  hasei  upon  the 
timing  of  the  opening  of  the  valves,  he  should  have  inserted  it  in  his 
application.  Giving  the  counts  of  the  issue  the  interpretation  to 
which  they  are  fairly  entitled,  we  think  they  apply  to  both  structures. 


544      DECISIONS  OF  UNITED  STATES  COUBTS  IK  PATENT  CASES. 

All  the  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  conceded  to  Lindmark  his 
claims  on  the  question  of  priority,  but  found  that  Hodgkinson  con- 
ceived the  invention  prior  to  March  31,  1902,  the  date  Lindmark's 
invention  was  introduced  into  this  country,  and  reduced  to  practice 
a  year  prior  to  May  24, 1902,  Lindmark's  filing  date,  and  that,  there- 
fore, Hodgkinson  was  entitled  to  the  award  of  priority.  We  do 
not  deem  it  necessary  to  analyze  the  testimony  on  this  question,  as, 
in  our  opinion,  there  is  no  doubt  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  con- 
clusions reached. 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  was  right,  and,  therefore,  is 
af^rmed.  The  clerk  of  the  court  will  certify  this  opinion  and  the 
proceedings  in  this  court  to  the  Com/missioner  of  Patents,  in  accord- 
ance with  law. 


[Court  OF  Appeals  of  tbe  Dlntrlct  of  rolumbla.) 

Steinhetz  v.  Thomas. 

Decided  June  9,  1908. 

136  O.  G.,  478. 

iHTEBFEBBnCE PBIOBITT EVIDENCE. 

Wliere  tbe  Inveutor  hae  no  deflnlte  recollection  of  tbe  time  be  conceived 
blB  iDventlon,  but  can  only  estimate  tbe  (late  by  the  filing  of  a  certain  docu- 
ment wblcb  was  filed  five  days  after  the  filing  of  tbe  opposing  party's 
application,  and  In  answer  to  one  question  be  placed  his  conception  at  a 
few  weeks  prior  to  the  filing  of  tbe  document  and  later  admits  thnt  before 
teetifylng  he  fixed  the  time  In  tbe  atfldavit  at  about  one  week,  Held  that  the 
evidence  Is  too  uncertain  to  overcome  tbe  filing  date  of  the  opposing  party's 
application. 

3fr.  Albert  G.  Davis  and  Mr.  A.  D.  Lunt  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  George  C.  Dean  for  the  appellee. 

Van  Orsdel,  J. : 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents 
awarding  judgment  of  priority  to  appellee  in  an  interference  pro- 
ceeding. The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  affirmed  the  decision  of 
the  Board  of  Examiners-in-Chief  reversing  that  of  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences. 

The  invention  in  controversy  is  a  system  of  electrical  distribution, 
whereby  a  direct-current-consumption  circuit  may  be  supplied  from 
an  alternating  source.     The  count  composing  the  issue  is  as  follows: 

The  combination  with  a  source  of  altemattuK  electric  currents,  of  a  three- 
wire  dlrect-curreut-con sumption  circnit,  having  its  neutral  wire  connected  to  an 
Intermediate  point  in  tlie  source,  and  bflvlng  Its  mnin  conductors  connected  to 
tbe  outer  terminals  of  tbe  source,  cnrrenl-rectiflprs  Interposed  In  tbe  last-named 
connections,  the  current-reel  Iflers  being  bo  adjusted  as  to  permit  the  flow  of 
current  from  the  terminals  to  the  mains  In  one  direction  and  to  oppose  to  the 
flow  of  current  in  the  opposite  direction  a  prohibitive  resistance. 
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Appellee  is  the  senior  party,  having  filed  his  original  application 
on  January  21, 1903,  a  division  of  which,  the  application  here  in  inter- 
ference, being  filed  on  May  6,  1903.  Appellant  filed  his  application 
on  April  30,  1904,  which  is  a  division  of  an  application  filed  March 
23,  1903. 

Appellant  has  attempted  to  establish  a  disclosure  of  the  invention 
to  one  Dempster  on  December  24,  1902.  Dempster  testified  that, 
while  seeking  information  from  appellant  in  regard  to  some  problems 
■which  had  arisen  in  connection  with  his  work  on  rectifiers,  appel- 
lant had  explained  to  him  the  invention  in  issue,  making  many 
sketches,  which,  however,  were  not  preserved.  There  has  been  intro- 
duced in  evidence  a  sketch  made  by  the  witness  containing  the  ele- 
ments of  the  issue,  (Steinmetz  Exhibit  Dempster  Sketch,)  which 
witness  stated  was,  to  the  best  of  his  recollection,  a  facsimile  of  the 
sketch  made  by  appellant  in  explaining  the  invention  to  him.  He 
also  stated  that  he  requested  appellant  to  make  sketches  and  explana- 
tions of  the  invention,  and  that  "  some  time  in  January,  1903,"  he 
received  blueprints  of  the  general  subject-matter  of  the  discussion  on 
December  24,  1902.  It  seems  to  have  been  the  custom  of  witness  to 
consult  appellant,  as  occasion  required,  in  reference  to  obscure  points 
in  his  work.  The  witness  seeks  to  fix  the  date  of  this  particular  dis- 
closure by  the  fact  that  he  and  appellant  were  preparing  for  a  dinner 
in  appellant^s  laboratory  on  the  following  day.  The  evidence  on 
this  point,  however,  tends  to  establish  that  preparations  for  such  a 
celebration  were  made,  rather  than  that  the  alleged  disclosure  was 
made  at  that  time.     In  regard  to  this,  the  Examiners-in-Chief  say : 

DempBter'H  conversations  witli  Steinmetz  seem  to  have  been  frequent  and 
tbe  disclosures  by  Steinmetz  to  bim  at  various  times  seem  to  have  Included 
maD7  different  Imiirovements  or  su^estions  relating  to  tats  line  of  work. 
Dempster  does  sa;  that  Steltimetz  disclosed  the  present  invention  to  hini  on  the 
evening  of  Decemlier  24,  1902.  In  hie  laboratory,  at  the  time  of  a  Christmas 
celebration,  but  in  this  he  Is  not  even  corroborated  by  Steinmetz  himself  and 
In  view  of  the  numerous  suggestions  made  by  Steinmetz  to  him  at  various 
times  it  seems  more  than  probable  that  be  was  mistaken  as  to  the  disclosure 
of  the  present  Invention  at  that  time.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  celebration 
took  place  as  stated  but  it  by  no  means  follows  that  the  disclosure  took  place 
at  that  celebration. 

All  of  the  tribunals  of  the  Patent  Office  held  that  this  evidence 
was  insufficient  to  establish  disclosure  of  the  invention  on  that  date, 
and  with  this  we  must  agree. 

Appellant  has  offered  in  evidence  an  exhibit  "  Steinmetz  Docu- 
ment," which  fully  discloses  the  invention  in  controversy.  It  ap- 
pears that  this  exhibit  was  left  by  appellant  with  one  Davis  on 
January  2(),  1903,  five  days  after  the  filing  of  appellee's  application. 
Appellant  seeks  to  show,  by  the  testimony  of  the  witness  Davis,  that 
he  (Davis)  had  knowledge  of  the  invention  disclosed  in  the  document 
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prior  to  January  26, 1903,  and  tiiat  such  document  was  only  prepared 
by  appellant  after  repeated  requests  covering  sereral  we^B.  The 
■witness  simply  states,  howerw,  that  he  called  appellant's  attention 
to  the  activity  which  then  exited  in  the  art  relating  to  rectifiers  and 
urged  upon  him  his  duty  of  writing  up  certain  inventions;  but  this 
evidence  totally  fails  to  eetablidi  that  the  witness  had  any  knowledge 
of  the  specific  invention  here  under  discussion.  The  testimony  of 
appellant  himself  shows  that  he  has  no  recollection  of  the  time  he 
conceived  the  invention,  and  can  only  estimate  the  ds4e  by  the  filing 
of  the  "  Steinmetz  Document."  In  answer  to  one  question,  he  places 
his  conception  at  a  few  we^s  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  docamait, 
but  later  he  admits  that,  before  testifying,  be  fixed  the  time  in  an 
affidavit  at  about  one  week.  It  must  be  held  that  this  evidence  is 
too  uncertain  to  overcome  the  presumption  attaching  to  the  prior 
filing  date  of  appellee. 

Appellant  having  failed  to  establish  conception  of  the  invention 
prior  to  January  21,  1903,  the  date  on  which  appellee  filed  his  appli- 
cation, it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  testimony  offered  on  behalf 
of  appellee. 

The  decision  of  the  Commis^oner  of  Patents  is  affirmed,  and  tite 
clerk  is  directed  to  certify  these  proceedings  as  by  law  required. 
Aprmed. 

[Coort  of  Appmla  of  tbe  DlBtrlct  of  CDlomblK.] 
De    FbBBANTI    V.    LiNDHABE. 

DecUed  Jvne  S,  1908. 
137  O.  G.,  733. 

IHTEBfEBEHCES COUKT     OF     APPEALB     OF     THB     DI8IKICT     OF     COLHUBIA JUBia- 

The  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  baa  no  original  Juris- 
diction to  direct  and  supervise  the  adminiHtration  of  tbe  aOalrs  of  tha 
Patent  Office  and  a  petttloa  that  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  be  iastmcted 
to  allow  a  party  to  an  interference  to  take  testimony  denied. 

Messrg.  Spear,  Middleton,  Donaldson  <&  Spear  for  De  Ferranti. 
Messrs.  Harding  <Sk  Harding  for  Lindmark.    (Mr.  S.  T.  Fisher  and 
Mr.  G,  J.  Harding  of  counsel.) 

Van  Obsdbl,  J.: 

The  issue  in  ccHitroversy  between  the  above  parties  was  decided 
by  this  court  on  appeal  fron  a  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Pat^ 
ents  on  February  11,  1908.  {Ante,  234;  134  O.  G.,  515.)  Priority 
had  been  awarded  to  Lindmark  in  all  the  tribunals  of  the  Fateot 
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Office  on  his  motion  for  judgment  on  the  record.  On  appeal,  the 
decision  of  the  Commissioner  was  reversed  by  this  court,  and  the 
proceedings  certified  to  the  Patent  Office,  as  by  law  required.  Lind- 
mark  now  comes  here  by  an  original  petition,  after  the  judgment 
of  reversal  has  become  final,  asking  us  to  instruct  the  Commissioner 
of  Patents  to  allow  him  to  proceed  with  the  taking  of  testimony  in 
order  to  establish  his  right  to  priority  over  De  Ferranti,  It  is  in- 
sisted that  the  judgment  of  reversal  was  not  a  final  judgment  award- 
ing priority  to  De  Ferranti ;  but  a  mere  denial  of  the  moticHi  of  Lind- 
mark  for  judgment  on  the  record,  and  that  the  case  should  be  now 
opened  and  the  parties  allowed  to  proceed  with  the  taking  of  testi- 
mony. This  court  has  jurisdicticm  of  appeals  from  the  Commissioner 
of  Patents  in  certain  matters  defined  by  statute,  but  it  has  no  orig- 
inal jurisdictitm  to  direct  and  supervise  the  administration  of  the 
affairs  of  the  Patent  Office^  The  allowance  of  this  petition,  and  the 
issuance  of  an  order,  such  as  prayed  for  therein,  would  be  an  assump- 
tion of  power  which  this  court  does  not  possess. 
The  petition  is  denied,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


[Court  of  Appeala  ot  the  DUk'ict  of  Columbia.] 

Howard  v.  Bowse. 

Decided  June  11. 1908. 
137  O.  G.,  733. 

1.  iHTEBFEBmNCB— Actual  RmucriON  to  Pkaotici — Deticb  Courusn  Exdeft  as 

TO  A  Mechanical  Detail. 
A  device  for  supporting  Lose  for  flre-protectlon  purjwBee  embodying  a 
telescoping  nrm  wLlch  was  fully  operative  to  carry  out  tlie  object  for  which 
It  WBfl  designed  constitutes  an  actual  reduction  to  practice,  nlthough  it  was 
fbnnd  desirable  to  add  a  set-acrew  to  prevent  tbe  complete  withdrawal  of 
soch  teleacopiog  arm.  "Any  meelianic  skilled  in  the  art  would  have  added 
the  means  to  prevent  the  complete  withdrawal  of  the  telescoping  arm. 
Telescopes  and  spy-glasses  contnlo  such  devices.  Moreover,  the  testimony 
shows  that  In  its  then  condition  tbe  device  was  an  improvement  over  the 
prior  art,  and  that  It  required  an  unusual  or  very  sudden  pull  to  entirely 
withdraw  the  telescoping  arm  from  its  socljet.  It  was  the  Idea  of  the 
telescoping  arm,  which  would  receive  the  links  as  the  hose  was  pulled 
from  tbe  rack,  that  constituted  the  iDventlou.  No  patent  oould  have  been 
obtained  on  the  set-screw  because  that  was  old  In  the  art" 

2.  Saud— Saub — ConcEALUEHT  oa  SuppRESsion. 

Where  after  reduction  to  practice  an  Inventor  puts  aside  bis  InveDti<Hi 
for  more  than  a  year  until  he  discovers  that  his  rival  has  placed  the  in- 
vention upon  the  market.  Held  that  be  must  be  charged  with  concealment 
or  suppression  of  tbe  Invention  and  as  not  entitled  to  an  award  of  priority 
over  hlB  more  diligent  rival. 


,C.ooglc 
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3.  Saue — Evidence — Fmna  Datbs. 

Wbere  a  party  attempts  to  fix  a  certain  date,  as  to  wbicb  be  baa  do 
independent  recollectloD,  by  reference  to  tbe  dates  Id  a  casb-twofc  BbowiDg 
wben  anotber  party  waa  absent,  and  tbe  casb-ttook  also  sbowa  tbat  micb 
party  was  absent  at  other  times  not  remote.  Held  tbat  tbe  evidence  is  not 
sufflci^t  to  fix  tbe  earlier  date  ratber  tban  tbe  later. 

Mr.  D.  P.  Wolhmtpter  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  George  P.  Fither,  Jr.,  for  the  appellee. 

SoBB,  J.; 

This  is  an  interference  proceeding  and  involves  an  improved  rack 
for  supporting  hose  for  fire-protection  purposes.  The  isaue  is  stated 
in  eight  counts,  but  we  deem  the  following  sufficiently  illustrative  of 
the  invention: 

3.  In  a  hoae-racli,  the  combination  of  a  pair  of  aide  supports,  and  hoee-carry- 
Ing  orosH-supporta  or  pins  alidably  mounted  upon  said  side  supports  and  detach- 
able from  the  outer  end  of  one  of  aald  supports,  tbe  other  end  of  said  supports 
baring  an  extension  for  holding  the  pins  as  the  hose  la  removed  from  tbe  rack, 
substantially  as  described. 

This  rack  differs  from  the  prior  art  in  that  the  links  are  retained 
on  one  arm  when  the  hose  is  removed  from  the  rack  instead  of  falling 
to  the  floor  or  ground  as  formerly. 

Bowes,  the  senior  party,  filed  February  8,  1905.  In  his  prelimi- 
nary statement  he  alleged  conception  in  May,  1904,  disclosure  in 
August  or  early  September,  model  the  early  part  of  September,  and 
reduction  to  practice  the  early  part  or  middle  of  September,  1904. 
It  is  clearly  established  that  he  conceived  the  invention  at  or  about 
the  time  claimed,  and  that  he  tested  his  first  device  early  in  Septem- 
ber, 1904.  This  device  differs  in  mechanical  construction  from  the 
Howard  device.  In  the  Howard  device  the  side  supports  or  bars  are 
of  unequal  length.  In  the  Bowes  construction  the  side  bars  are  of 
equal  length,  one  bar  being  provided  with  a  telescoping  catch  having 
an  extension  which  engages  the  other  bar.  When  the  hose  is  drawn 
from  the  rack  the  telescoping  section  is  drawn  out  and  forms  an 
extension  to  one  of  the  bars,  and  thereby  supports  the  cross-pieces  or 
links  which,  of  course,  have  been  detached  from  the  other  and  shorter 
bar.  The  original  Bowes  device  was  not  provided  with  means  for 
preventing  the  telescoping  arm  from  being  completely  drawn  out  of 
its  socket,  and  it  was  found  that  when  the  hose  was  violently  pulled 
or  jerked  from  the  rack  the  telescoping  arm  would  sometimes  become 
disconnected  and  thus  defeat  the  real  purpose  of  the  invention. 
Bowes,  however,  immediately  suggested  that  he  would  put  a  headless 
set-screw  or  pin  in  the  supporting- arm  and  thus  hold  the  latch  perma- 
nently in  place.     This  rack  was  at  once  publicly  exposed  in  the  store 
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of  the  W.  D.  Allen  Mfg.  Co.,  of  Chicago,  and  was  thereafter  fre- 
qoently  subjected  to  tests.  Early  in  December,  1904,  steps  were  taken 
to  secure  a  pfttent  thereon,  and  in  February,  1906,  as  above  stated, 
an  application  was  filed.  Steps  were  immediately  taken  to  exploit 
the  invention,  and  shortly  thereafter  it  was  put  on  the  market  and 
extensively  advertised. 

The  Examiner  of  Interferences  found  that  Bowes  conceived  the 
invention  when  claimed,  and  that  a  test  of  a  device  embodying  his 
invention  was  made  in  the  early  part  of  September,  1904.  He  finds, 
however,  that  inasmuch  as  the  telescoping  arm  sometimes  became 
separated  from  the  socket,  the  original  device  did  not  constitute 
a  reduction  to  practice,  and  that,  therefore,  Bowes  was  limited  to 
his  filing  date  as  his  date  of  reduction  to  practice.  He,  however, 
restricted  Howard  to  his  filing  date,  and  awarded  priority  to  Bowes. 

The.  Examiner-in-Chief  sustained  the  decision  of  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences,  but  placed  their  decision  on  their  findings  that 
Howard  was  spurred  into  activity  by  knowledge  of  the  fact  that 
Bowes  had  entered  the  field,  and  that  there  had  been  a  wilful  con- 
cealment of  the  invention  on  the  part  of  Howard.  They  did  not 
find  it  necessary  to  consider  whether  the  ori^al  Bowes  device 
amounted  to  an  actual  reduction  to  practice. 

The  Comraisioner  reached  the  same  conclusion  as  that  reached 
by  the  other  tribunals,  but  did  not  consider  whether  Bowes  was  en- 
titled to  an  earlier  date  for  reduction  to  practice  than  his  filing  date. 

We  think  Bowes's  original  device  constituted  a  reduction  to  prac- 
tice since  it  demonstrated  the  entire  practicability  of  the  idea  and 
left  nothing  more  for  invention.  Any  mechanic  skilled  in  the  art 
would  haVe  added  the  means  to  prevent  the  complete  withdrawal 
of  the  telescoping  arm.  Telescopes  and  spy-glasses  cMitain  such 
devices.  Moreover,  the  testimony  shows  that  in  its  then  condition 
the  device  was  an  improvement  over  the  prior  art,  and  that  it  required 
an  unusual  or  very  sudden  pull  to  entirely  withdraw  the  telescoping 
arm  from  its  socket.  It  was  the  idea  of  the  telescoping  arm,  which 
would  receive  the  links  as  the  hose  was  pulled  from  the  rack,  that 
constituted  the  invention.  No  patent  could  have  been  obtained  on 
the  set-screw  because  that  was  old  in  the  art.  We,  therefore,  hold 
that  this  set-screw  was  a  mere  mechanical  addition  to  the  device 
and  obvious  to  any  one  skilled  in  the  art,  and  that  its  absence  did 
not  prevent  the  originai  test  from  constituting  a  reduction  to  practice. 

We  come  now  to  the  consideration  of  Howard's  case.  He  testifies 
that  during  the  period  covered  by  this  controversy  he  was  a  manu- 
facturer of  hose-racks  in  this  city.  In  his  preliminary  statement 
he  allied  that  he  conceived  the  invention  during  the  month  of  De- 
cember, 1902;  that  during  the  latter  part  of  the  same  month  he 
690%— H.  Doc.  1349, 00-2 S6 
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disclosed  the  invention  by  means  of  a  sketch;  and  that  he  reduced  to 
practice  by  constructing  and  successfully  testing  a  fuU-sized  rack 
"  during  the  month  of  September,  1904."  His  application  was  filed 
November  6,  1905,  or  eight  months  after  Bowes  had  filed.  There 
are  many  inconsistencies  in  Howard^s  testimony  and  that  of  his 
witnesses  on  the  question  as  to  when  Howard  conceived  and  dis- 
closed the  invention.  The  view  we  take  of  the  case  renders  it  im- 
material whether  he  conceived  the  invention  in  December,  1902,  as 
claimed,  or  at  a  later  date.  We,  therefore,  do  not  pause  to  analyze 
his  evidence  on  this  point. 

Howard  states  that  nothing  whatever  was  done  towards  a  reduc- 
tion to  practice  of  his  invention  until  some  time  in  August  or  Sep- 
tember, 1904,  and  he  is  enabled  to  fijc  that  date  solely  from  the  fact 
that  his  brother-in-law,  Kelsey,  was  away  on  vacation,  and  that  he 
wrote  to  him  concerning  the  construction  and  tests  of  the  device.  He 
fixes  the  time  when  Kelsey  was  away  by  introducing  &  cash-book, 
and  admits  that  he  has  no  independent  recollection  of  the  date.  This 
cash-book  shows  that  Kelsey  was  away  from  July  23  until  September 
10,  1904,  but  it  also  shows  that  he  was  absent  from  November  19  to 
December  17,  1904,  and  also  in  1905.  Kelsey  t«stifies  that  Howard 
showed  him  a  sketch  of  the  rack  in  1902,  and  that  a  completed  rack 
was  shown  him  shortly  thereafter.  He  was  asked  how  he  remembered 
that  it  was  1902  when  he  first  saw  the  sketch  of  the  device,  and  an- 
swered that  they  issued  their  1902  catalogue  the  fore  part  of  the  year 
and  that  he  remembered  remarking  that  they  ought  to  have  shown 
the  new  rack  in  that  issue.  He  admitted,  however,  that  a  catalogue 
was  issued  in  1904,  and  that  it  might  have  been  with  reference  to  that 
catalogue  that  he  made  his  remark.  Howard  himself  does*  not  con- 
tend that  he  ever  constructed  a  device  until  August  or  September, 
1904.  The  1904  catalogue  contains  no  mention  of  the  new  device. 
Howard  was  in  Chicago  from  October  5  to  October  17,  1905,  and 
from  about  October  23  to  November  1,  of  the  same  year.  Soon  after 
reaching  Chicago  he  learned  that  another  and  cheaper  rack  was  on 
the  market.  He  not  only  learned  of  the  Bowes  rack  but  saw  one.  On 
October  14  he  wrote  his  son  in  Washington  relative  to  putting  in  an 
application  on  their  "  cheap  device."  It  does  not  definitely  appear 
when  Howard  first  saw  the  Bowes  rack,  but  it  is  established  that 
prior  to  going  to  Chicago  he  had  given  no  thought  to  bringing  out 
his  new  rack.  Considering,  therefore,  that  be  went  to  Chicago  to 
solicit  orders  for  the  rack  he  was  then  manufacturing;  that  the  Bowes 
rack  had  then  become  known  to  the  trade;  and  that  he  soon  learned 
all  about  it,  it  is  inconceivable  that  he  had  not  received  such  infor- 
mation when  he  wrote  his  son  on  October  14th,  We  find,  therefore, 
that  his  knowledge  of  the  Bowes  rack  induced  him  to  turn  to  his 
own  slumbering  invention. 
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It  will  be  noticed  that  in  his  preliminary  statement  he  fixed  his 
date  of  reduction  to  practice  as  "during  the  month  of  September, 
1904."  In  his  testimony  he  seeks  to  overcome  Bowes's  date  of  reduc- 
tion to  practice  by  claiming  that  he  reduced  to  practice  some  time  in 
the  month  of  August.  Since  Kelsey  was  away  from  November  19 
to  December  17,  it  is  as  likely  that  Howards  reduction  to  practice  did 
not  occur  until  during  that  time  as  that  it  occurred  earlier.  How- 
ard's testimony,  as  to  when  his  first  device  was  reduced  to  practice, 
is  not  at  all  satisfactory.  He  was  unable  to  recall  where  he  obtained 
the  various  parts  which  comprise  his  exhibit,  or  any  information 
from  which  the  credibility  of  his  testimony  could  have  been  tested. 

Having  in  mind  that  Howard  in  his  preliminary  statement  did  not 
claim  reduction  to  practice  earlier  than  "  during  the  month  of  Sep- 
tember, 1904;  "  that  he  and  his  witnesses  in  fixing  the  date  when  his 
rack  was  completed  and  tested  rely  solely  upon  the  absence  from 
Washington  of  Kelsey ;  that  Kelsey  was  absent  from  about  the  middle 
of  November  until  about  the  middle  of  December,  1904;  that  Howard 
failed  to  furnish  any  data  from  which  his  statements  could  be  veri- 
fied ;  his  admission  that  nothing  whatever  had  been  done  toward  re- 
ducing his  invention  to  practice  from  December,  1902,  until  about  the 
time  Bowes  entered  the  field, — having  in  mind  all  these  facts,  we 
unhesitatingly  conclude  that  Howard  has  failed  to  prove  that  he  re- 
duced to  practice  before  Bowes.  Assuming,  without  deciding,  that 
Howard  conceived  the  invention  in  December,  1902,  we  find  that  the 
idea  remained  dormant  in  his  mind  until  some  time  in  September, 
November,  or  December,  1904,  when,  according  to  his  testimony,  he 
constructed  and  tested  a  rack  embodying  his  invention.  Bowes, 
knowing  nothing  of  what  Howard  had  done,  had  then  conceived  and 
reduced  his  invention  to  practice.  After  constructing  and  testing 
his  device  Howard  placed  the  same  in  a  drawer  where  it  did  not 
again  see  the  light  of  day  until  after  his  visit  to  Chicago  in  October, 
1905,  about  a  year  later.  Nothing  whatever  was  done,  according  to 
his  own  testimony,  between  the  time  when  he  says  he  reduced  the 
invention  to  practice  and  the  time  when  he  visited  Chicago  toward 
giving  the  public  the  benefit  of  his  discovery.  On  the  contrary,  he 
secreted  it  from  the  public.  Moreover,  he  did  nothing  with  his  in- 
vention between  the  time  when  he  constructed  his  first  device  and  the 
date  upon  which  his  application  was  filed.  To  permit  him  to  dis- 
place an  inventor,  who  in  good  faith  has  given  the  public  the  benefit 
of  the  invention,  would  be  to  defeat  the  very  purpose  of  the  patent 
law,  which  is  to  stimulate  invention  that  the  public  may  be  benefited. 
He  ha$  failed  to  offer  a  single  valid  reason  or  excuse  for  his  delay. 
His  invention,  according  to  his  own  statement,  was  perfected  some- 
time in  the  fall  of  1904,  and  yet  he  did  nothing  toward  asserting  his 
rights  until  more  than  a  year  had  elapsed,  and  his  reason  for  then 
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acting,  AS  above  stated,  was  that  Bowes  had  placed  his  rack  upon 
the  market.  Howard  was  under  no  obligation  to  give  Uk  pal^  the 
boiefit  of  his  discovery,  but  by  failing  to  do  so  he  assumed  the  risk 
that  some  other  inventor  might  do  bo  and  thus  in  the  eyes  of  the  law 
become  the  prior  inventor,  and  as  such  entitled  to  a  patent.  {Mown 
V.  Hepburn,  C.  D.,  1898,  610;  84  O.  G.,  147;  13  App.  D.  C,  86; 
TA(mt8on  v.  Weston,  C.  D.,  1902,  521;  99  O.  G.,  864;  19  App.  D.  C, 
37Z;Mattkes  v.  BuH,  C.  D.,  1905,  5T4;  114  O.  G.,  7M;  24  App.  D.  C, 
265 ;  Bliss,  v.  McElroy,  C.  D.,  1907,  337 ;  128  O.  G.,  458 ;  29  App.  D.  C, 
120;  Richards  v.  Burkholder,  C.  D.,  1907,  563;  128  O.  G.,  2533;  29 
Am>.  D.  C  485.) 

The  decision  of  the  Commissioner  was  clearly  right,  and  is  aSnucd. 

The  clerk  of  the  court  will  certify  this  opinion  and  th«  proceedings 
in  this  court  to  the  Commissiwier  of  Patents  in  accordance  with  law. 


[Court  or  Appeals  of  tha  Dlrtriet  of  Columbta.] 

Fbixd.  Kbupp  Aetibngesellschaft  r.  CaosncB. 

DecMed  October  7,  ^908. 

137  O.  G.,  13*8. 

1.  Patehts— SciT  TO  BR«>tN  iMrBiNOEMENT  Bv  AN  OrncBt  or  tbi  Uhitei* 

States. 
A  suit  against  an  officer  of  tbe  Uolted  States  to  restrain  btm  from 
manufacturing  fleld-guns  and  gunn^rriages  alleged  to  Infringe  certain 
patents  owned  b;  plaintiff  1b  not  a  suit  against  the  United  States,  since  tt 
la  not  sought  lo  diatartt  tbe  United  States  in  possession  and  use  of  guns 
already  msQufactored,  but  the  court  is  merelf  asked  lo  restrain  an  oMcer 
of  the  United  States  for  Inradlng  rights  granted  by  the  Government  Itself. 

2.  Saue — Saue. 

Plaintiff  sued  to  restrain  defendant.  &a  officer  of  the  United  States,  from 
Infringing  certain  patents.  The  defendant  demurred  on  the  ground  that 
tbe  suit  was  In  reality  against  the  United  States.  Heli  that  as  It  was  not 
sought  to  disturb  the  United  States  In  tbe  possessfon  of  tbe  alleged  Infrlng. 
lag  article  already  manufactured  tbe  decree  tustalnlDg  the  demurrer  sboald 
be  reversed. 

Mr.  Harry  G.  Kimball  and  Mr.  F.  D.  S.  Bethune  for  the  appellant 
Mr.  Stuart  McNamara  for  the  appellee. 

BoBB,  J.: 

This  appeal  brings  into  review  a  decree  of  the  supreme  court  of  the 
District  dismissing  appellant's  bill  of  complaint. 

Appellant,  a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  German 
Empire,  seeks  to  enjoin  William  Crozier,  chief  of  the  ordnance  of  the 
United  States  army,  his  agrats  and  employees,  from  manufacturing 
field-guns  and  gun-carriages  in  infringement  of  certain  Letters  Patent 
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of  the  Uuitad'  States  regularly  issued  to  Fried.  Krupp,  of  Gennany, 
two  on  March  17,  1903,  and  one  on  May  30,  1905,  numbered  722,724, 
722,725  and  791,M7,  respectively,  which  patents  were  subsequently 
assigned  to  appellant  and  the  acsignments  duly  recorded  in  the  Patent 
CWoe  of  the  United  Stat^ 

It  was  stipulated  below  that  no  pecuuary  boiafit  has  accrued  to 
the  defendant  Crozier  by  reason  of  the  acts  set  forth  in  the  bill,  and 
plaintiff  waives  any  claim  for  accounting  or  damages.  It  was  further 
stipulated  that  the  Government  of  the  United  Staiea  and  its  ordnance 
department  have  moDufactured,  and  intend  to  continue  to  manu- 
hcture  and  use,  or  cause  to  be  manufactured  for  the  use  of  the 
Government,  field-guns  and  carriages  made  after  the  models  referred 
to  in  the  bill  ("  the  claim  or  claims  of  complainant  being  in  no  wise 
admitted ") :  and  that  the  defendant  Croeier  is  the  officer  in  the 
service  of  the  United  States  who  directs  and  is  in  charge  of  such 
manufacture  of  said  field-guns  and  carriages  for  the  United  States. 

To  the  bill  as  thus  amended  by  stipulation  the  defendant  demurred, 
the  ground  of  the  demurrer  being  the  contention  that  the  suit  is  in 
effect  against  the  United  States.  This  appeal  followed  the  decree 
of  the  court  sustaining  the  defendant's  demurrer. 

That  the  United  States,  its  officers  and  agents,  have  no  right,  title,  or 
interest  in  the  patents  involved  in  this  suit  is  not  denied.  That  these 
patents  are  the  exclusive  property  of  appellant  is  not  denied,  and, 
indeed,  could  not  be  in  view  of  James  v.  Campbell  (C.  D.,  1882,  67; 
21  O.  G.,  887;  104  U.  S.,  356)  and  Belknap  v.  Schild,  (C.  D.,  1896, 
210;  74  O.  G.,  1121;  161  U.  S.,  10.)  That  the  Patent  OiSce  of  the 
United  States  issued  these  patents  in  pursuance  of  law  and  therein 
purported  to  grant  to  the  patentee,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  a  stated 
period — 

tbe  exclaatve  right  to  make,  nee,  and  vend  the  lavaitlon  or  discovery  tbrough- 
out  the  United  State*— 

is  admitted ;  but,  it  is  contended,  in  behalf  of  appellee,  that  because 
this  inexcusable  encroachment  upon  the  rights  of  appellant  inures  to 
the  benefit  of  the  Government  the  courts  are  powerless  to  stay  the 
bands  of  the  wrongdoer.  If  such  be  the  case,  one  department  of  the 
Government  may  without  warrant  or  authority,  and  in  direct  viola- 
tion of  the  rights  of  third  parties  nullify  the  lawful  acts  of  another 
department  of  the  Government. 

We  cannot  believe  that  in  the  eyes  of  the  law  it  is  any  less  obnoxious 
for  an  officer  of  the  Government  to  appropriate  property  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Government,  under  the  conditions  surrounding  this 
case,  than  it  would  be  to  appropriate  it  for  his  own  personal  benefit 
Nor  do  we  find  anything  inconsistent  with  this  proposition  in  either 
Belknap  v.  SchUd,  aupra^  or  Intemaiitmal  Poatal  Supply  Co.  v. 
Bruce,  (194  U.  S.,  601.) 
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In  Belknap  v.  Schild  it  was  sought  to  restrain  the  commandant  of 
the  United  States  navj-yard  at  Mare  Island,  Cal.,  and  certain  of  his 
subordinates,  from  using  a  caisson-gate  which  had  been  theretofore 
installed  at  that  place  in  violation  of  plaintiff's  patent  and  also  to 
have  said  gate  destroyed  or  delivered  to  plaintiff.  In  denying  the 
relief  sought  the  Court  said: 

TI)e  caisson-gate  was  a  part  of  the  diy-dock  In  a  navy-yard  of  tlie  United 
States,  was  constrncted  and  put  tn  place  by  the  United  States,  and  was  the 
property  of  the  United  States,  and  held  aad  used  by  the  United  States  for  the 
public  benedt.  If  the  gate  was  mude  In  Infringement  of  tlie  plaintiff's  patent, 
that  did  not  prevent  the  title  In  Llie  gate  from  vesting  in  the  United  States. 
The  United  States,  then,  had  both  the  title  and  the  posaesalon  of  tlie  projierty. 
The  United  States  could  not  bold  It  or  use  It,  except  through  officers  and  agents. 
Although  this  suit  was  not  brought  against  the  United  States  by  name,  hot 
against  tbeir  officers  and  agents  only,  nevertheless,  so  far  as  the  bill  prayed  for 
an  Injunction,  and  for  the  destruction  of  the  g&te  in  question,  the  defKidants 
had  no  Individual  Interest  In  the  controversy:  the  entire  interest  adverse  to  the 
plaintiff  waa  the  Interest  of  the  United  States  in  property  of  which  the  United 
States  had  both  the  title  and  the  possession ;  the  United  States  were  the  reel 
party,  against  whom  alone  in  fact  the  relief  was  asked,  and  against  whoD)  the 
decree  would  effectively  operate;  the  plaintiff  sought  to  control  the  defendants 
In  their  official  capacity,  and  In  the  exercise  of  their  official  functions,  as  repre- 
sentatives and  agents  of  the  United  States,  and  thereby  to  defeat  the  use  by 
the  United  States  of  property  owned  and  used  by  the  United  States  for  tbe 
common  defense  and  general  welfare;  aud  therefore  the  United  States  were  an 
indispensable  party  to  enable  the  Court,  according  to  the  rules  which  govern 
its  procedure,  to  grant  the  relief  sought ;  ond  the  suit  could  not  be  maintained 
without  violating  tbe  principles  affirmed  in  the  long  series  of  decisions  of  this 
Court,  above  cited. 

International  Postal  Supply  Co.  v.  Bruce  came  before  the  Court  on 
a  certificate  for  instruction,  from  which  it  appeared  that  the  de- 
fendant was  postmaster  of  the  United  States  post-office  at  Syracuse, 
N.  Y.,  and  that  his  subordinates  were  using  two  stamp-canceling 
machines  which  infringed  plaintiff's  patent,  and  which  had  been  hired 
by  the  United  States  Post-Office  Department  for  an  unexpired  term 
of  years.  The  Court  held  the  case  to  be  governed  by  Belknap  v. 
Schild,  which  it  said,  turned  on  the  proposition — 

that  they  could  not  Interfere  with  an  object  of  property  unless  It  had  before  it 
the  person  entitled  to  the  thing. 

The  Court  further  said : 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  United  States  Is  not  the  owner  of  the  machines.  It  Is 
true,  but  It  Is  a  lessee  In  possession,  for  a  term  which  has  not  expired.  It  has 
a  property,  a  right  in  rem..  In  tbe  machines,  which,  though  less  extensive  than 
absolute  ownership,  has  the  same  Incident  of  a  right  to  use  them  while  It  lasts. 
This  right  cannot  be  Interfered  with  behind  Its  back  and,  as  it  cannot  be  made 
a  party,  this  suit,  like  that  In  Belknap  v.  SchUd.  must  fail.  "  •  •  Whethra- 
or  not  a  renewal  of  tbe  lease  could  be  enjoined  is  not  before  tlie  Court. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  in  the  Belknap  and  Bruce  cases  the  subject- 
matter  involved  waa  property  of  the  United  States,  and  that,  there- 
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fore,  the  United  States  was  necessarily  a  party.  In  the  present  case 
it  is  not  sought  to  disturb  the  United  States  in  the  possession  and  use 
of  the  guns  already  manufactured.  The  court  is  not  asked  to  deal 
with  property  of  the  United  States.  The  plaintiff  simply  asks  that 
an  officer  of  the  United  States  be  restrained  from  invading  rights 
granted  by  the  Govenunent  itself.  The  acts  complained  of  are  not 
only  not  sanctioned  by  any  law,  but  are  inconsistwit  with  the  patent 
laws  of  the  United  States. 

That  "  no  man  is  so  high  that  he  is  above  the  law  "  and  beyond  the 
coercive  process  of  the  courts  has  long  since  been  definitely  deter- 
mined. (Oshom  V.  U.  S.  Bank,  9  ^Vheat.,  738 ;  U.  S.  v.  Lee,  106  U.  S., 
196 ;  Pennoyer  v.  McConnaugky,  140  U.  S.,  1 ;  Tindal  v.  Wesley,  167 
U.  S.,  204 ;  Amer.  School  of  Magnetic  Healing  v.  McAnnulty,  187  U. 
S.,  M.) 

We  cannot  see  that  this  case  differs  in  principle  from  the  case  last 
cited,  which  was  a  suit  against  the  United  States  postmaster  in  charge 
of  the  United  States  post-office  at  Nevada,  Mo.,  to  restrain  him  from 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  a  so-called  "  fraud  order  "  issued  by 
the  Postmaster-General.  It  was  held  that  inasmuch  as  the  Post- 
master-General in  issuing  the  order  exceeded  his  authority  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  relief.    The  Court  said : 

The  acts  of  all  its  (the  Govemment's)  officers  most  be  Juatlfled  by  aome  law, 
and  Id  case  an  official  violates  the  law  to  tbe  Injury  of  one  Indlvldiial  tbe  courts 
graierally  have  Jurisdiction  to  grant  relief. 

If  an  officer,  who  in  good  faith  is  attempting  to  execute  the  com- 
mand of  his  superiors,  a  command  issued  in  supposed  obedience  to 
express  statute,  is  subject  to  the  injunctive  process  of  the  courts,  much 
more  ought  an  officer  to  be  restrained  whose  only  excuse  for  violating 
private  rights  is  that  he  is  acting  for  the  benefit  of  the  Government. 

Assuming  for  the  purpose  of  this  opinion  the  truth  of  the  allega- 
tion of  infringement,  it  is  apparent  that  unless  the  relief  sought  is 
granted,  plaintiff's  patents  will  be  valueless  in  the  United  States  since 
they  are  of  use  to  the  Government  alone. 

It  follows  that  the  decree  must  be  reversed  with  costs,  and  the  cause 
remanded  for  further  proceedings  not  inconsistent  with  this  opinion. 


IConrt  of  Appeals  of  the  District  ol  Columbia.] 

HORTON  V.  ZiMHER. 

Dectaed  December  I,  1908. 

137  O.  Q.,  2223. 

1.    IHTEBFEBEKCE EVIDENCR ClBCtJMSTANCES  AND  PBESUUPTIONB. 

Where  the  testimony  as  to  the  testing  of  a  device  was  given  by  witnesses 
skilled  la  tlie  art  and  Is  clear  and  couvUiclng,  the  fact  that  no  record  was 
kept  of  Bucti  testa  does  not  discredit  tills  teatimony. 


556      DECISIONS  OF  UNITED  STATES  COUBTS  IK  PATBIIT  CABBS. 

2.  Saue— ADiiiasione  at  Heauhos. 

An  admission  made  «t  a  taearlOK  before  a  tribunal  tlut  was  to  pass  apon 
tbe  question  Involved  In  tbe'case  binde  the  iwrty  making  It. 

Mr.  Melville  Ckurck  and  Mr.  E.  B.  H.  Tower^  Jr.,  for  the  appel- 
lant. 
Mr.  A.  G.  Davis  for  the  appellee. 

RoBB,  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  three  concurrent  decisions  of  the  Patent 
OfSce  tribunals,  and  the  issues  are  stated  in  the  following  counts: 

1.  In  combination,  n  Bupplf-circnlt,  a  motor-armature  connected  to  said 
supply-drcnlt,  a  motor-field  connected  to  said  eapply-clrcult,  n  resistance  con- 
nected In  BBld  field-circuit,  a  second  resistance  ctnnected  In  gaid  annature- 
drcult,  a  movable  member  for  controlling  said  fleld-clrcult  and  a  second  movable 
member  for  controlUott  said  armatnre-circuft.  said  second  member  movable 
in  one  direction  to  remove  the  resistance  controlled  therebj  from  tbe  armature- 
circuit,  and  said  first  member  movable  1b  an  opposite  direction  to  Insert  tbe 
resistance  controlled  thereby  In  the  field-circnlt. 

2.  In  combination,  a  supply-circuit,  a  motor-ermatare  connected  In  satd 
sopply-clrcuit,  a  resistance  connected  In  said  field-circuit,  a  second  resistance 
connected  In  said  armature^lrcult,  a  movable  member  for  controlling  said  field 
resistance  and  a  second  movable  member  for  controlling  armature  resistance, 
said  second  member  movable  in  oae  direction  to  remove  snid  armature  resist- 
ance from  circuit  and  said  first  member  mpvable  la  an  opi>os!te  direction  to 
Insert  said  field  resistance  In  circuit,  means  tending  to  keep  said  second  mem- 
ber In  Its  initial  position,  and  a  magnet  for  retaitUug  said  second  member  in  a 
predetermined  position. 

3.  In  combination,  a  supply-circuit,  a  motor-armature  connected  in  said 
supply-circuit,  a  motor-field  connected  In  said  supply-circuit,  a  resistance  con- 
nected In  said  field-circuit,  a  second  resistance  connected  In  said  armature- 
circuit,  a  movable  member  for  controlling  said  field  resistance,  a  second  movable 
member  for  controlling  said  armature  resistance,  said  second  member  moTsble 
In  one  direction  to  remove  said  armature  rraistance  from  circuit,  and  said  first 
member  movable  in  an  opposite  direction  to  Insert  said  field  resistance  In  cir- 
cuit, a  spring  tending  to  keep  said  second  member  in  its  initial  position,  and  a 
magnet  for  retaining  said  second  member  in  a  predetermined  position. 

4.  In  combination,  a  movable  memtier,  a  resistance  controlled  tlieKhy,  a  sec- 
ond movable  memt>er.  a  resistance  controlled  thereby,  a  maxnet  to  retain  aald 
second  movable  memt»er  In  a  predetermined  position,  means  for  canalng  aald 
members  to  move  together  until  said  second  member  Is  grasped  by  said  magnet 
and  thereafter  permitting  said  first  member  to  move  independently  of  aald  sec- 
ond member. 

5.  In  combination,  a  movable  element,  a  resistance  controlled  thereby,  a  sec- 
ond movable  element,  a  resistance  controlled  thereby,  means  tending  to  keep 
said  second  movable  member  In  its  Initial  position,  a  magnet  for  retaining  said 
second  member  in  a  predetermined  position,  and  means  whereby  aald  flrat  mem- 
ber will  move  said  second  member  to  a  position  to  be  grasped  by  said  magnet 
and  thereafter  oi>erate  Independently  of  said  second  member. 

Horton's  application  was  filed  November  2,  1904,  and  a  patent  was 
issued  to  him  on  June  20.  1905.    On  August  22,  1904,  Emerson  and 
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D(»-geloh,  who  were  coimecttid  with  the  Geaeral  Electric  Company, 
the  aseigoee  of  Ziminer,  filed  an  applicatio^i  for  this  invention,  which 
was  subsequently  put  into  interference  with  the  Horton  patent.  The 
attorney  for  the  General  Electric  Company  subsequently  determined 
that  Zimmar  and  not  Emerson  and  Dorgeloh  was  entitled  to  make  the 
application,  and  on  November  16,  1905,  filed  an  application  for  Zim- 
mer,  and  he  was  made  the  third  party  to  the  interference.  Thereupon 
Emerson  and  Dorgeloh  conceded  priority  of  invention  to  Zimmer, 
and  the  case  proceeded  with  Horton  and  Zimmer  as  the  contending 
parties. 

A  patent  having  issued  to  Horton  before  Zimmer's  application  was 
filed,  the  burden  of  proof  is  heavily  upon  Zimmer.  All  the  tribunals 
of  the  Patent  Office,  however,  have  reached  the  conclusion  that  he 
has  overcome  that  burden  and  established  his  claim  to  priority.  We 
have  examined  the  record  with  ^eat  care,  and  are  impelled  to  the 
same  conclusion  the  Patent  Office  tribunals  have  successively  reached. 
No  good  purpose  would  be  subserved  by  a  detailed  discussion  of  the 
evidence  in  the  case,  and  we,  therefore,  content  ourselves  with  a 
general  outline  of  the  facts  as  they  have  impressed  us. 

It  is  established  that  early  in  the  year  1903  Zimmer,  who  was  em- 
ployed by  the  General  Electric  Company  as  a  skilled  mechanic  and 
who  was  not  only  very  familiar  with  rheostats  for  electric  motors 
but  had  then  devised  other  improvements  thereon,  exhibited  sketches 
substantially  embodying  the  issue  to  other  employees.  It  is  estab- 
lished beyond  question  that  thereafter,  probably  early  in  1904,  Zim- 
mer personally  constructed  a  full-sized  rheostat  which  is  in  evidence 
as  "  Exhibit  C  "  in  the  case.  Several  witnesses  testified  to  having 
seen  this  device  while  it  was  being  tested  and  that  its  operation  was 
a  success.  Some  of  these  witnesses  are  highly  skilled  in  the  art  and 
their  testimony  is  clear  and  convincing.  The  point  is  made  by  Horton 
that  it  is  not  likely  that  the  test  of  this  device  was  satisfactory  be- 
cause no  record  appears  to  have  been  kept  of  such  test.  If  the  evi- 
dence of  the  test  was  conflicting  and  unsatisfactory,  this  point  would 
be  entitled  to  great  consideration.  The  evidence  shows  that  there  was 
some  little  friction  between  Zimmer  and  other  employees  and  it  is 
not  unlikely  that  the  value  of  his  discovery  was  minimized  at  that 
time. 

About  the  time  Zimmer  constructed  Exhibit  C,  Emerson,  who  was 
connected  with  the  power  and  mining  department,  wrote  the  deign- 
ing engineer  of  the  rheostat  department  that  a  demand  existed  for 
a  compound  starter  and  regulator  with  a  device  similar  to  a  sketch 
inclosed  with  his  letter  and  to  be  used  with  one-fourth  horse-power 
Si30-volt  motors  on  sensitive  drills.  This  design  was  passed  on  to 
Dorgeloh,  who  was  an  electrical  engineer  in  the  rheostat  department, 
with  instructions  to  design  a  rheostat  embodying  the  idea  shown  in 
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the  sketch.  Dorgeloh  thereupon  designed  a  rheostat  fully  embody- 
ing the  Zimmer  Exhibit  C..  The  drawings  were  passed  on  to  Zimmer 
who  built  Exhibits  D,  E  and  F,  all  of  which  embody  the  invention 
in  issue.  It  is  from  these  facts  that  Emerson  and  Dorgeloh  based 
their  original  claim  to  the  invention.  It  is  contended  on  behalf  of 
Zimmer  that  the  Emerson  sketches  did  not  fully  disclose  this  inven- 
tion, but  wc  do  not  deem  the  point  of  great  importance  since  it  is 
very  satisfactorily  established  that  Zimmer's  Exhibit  C  had  been 
constructed  and  successfully  operated  before  he  saw  Dorgeloh's  draw- 
ings. Dorgeloh,  who  satisfactorily  explains  why  he  originally 
claimed  to  have  had  a  part  in  the  invention,  says  he  had  seen  Zim- 
mer's  Exhibit  C  in  operation  and  discussed  its  features  with  Zinmier 
prior  to  receiving  the  Emerson  sketch.  Four  other  witnesses  testified 
to  having  seen  this  exhibit  tested  early  in  1904.  Moreover,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences,  it  is  stated : 

It  was  admitted  br  Horton  at  tlie  hearluK  that  tbe  making  and  testing  of 
tblB  starter  Id  the  first  w«ek  of  January,  1904,  constituted  a  reduction  to 
practice  of  tbe  Issue. 

This  admission  having  been  made  at  a  hearing  before  a  tribunal 
that  was  to  pass  upon  the  question  involved  in  this  case  bound  the 
party  making  it.  But,  aside  from  this  admission,  we  think  the  record 
clearly  shows  that  Exhibit  C  did  constitute  a  reduction  to  practice. 
Zimmer  testifies  that  when  he  constructed  Exhibits  D,  E  and  F  he 
supposed  Dorgeloh  had  embodied  his  (Zimmer's)  invention  in  the 
designs. 

After  Zimmer's  Exhibit  C  was  tested  Zimmer  accompanied  by  the 
superintendent  of  his  department  took  it  to  the  patent  department 
and  left  it  near  the  desk  of  the  patent  solicitor  who  was  not  in  his 
office  at  the  time.  Nothing  appears  to  have  been  done  with  this 
exhibit  until  after  the  declaration  of  interference  between  Emerson 
and  Dorgeloh  and  Horton.  Zimmer  protested  that  he  was  the  in- 
ventor when  he  learned  of  the  Emerson  and  Dorgeloh  application. 
In  preparing  for  that  contest  the  counsel  for  the  General  Electric 
Company  discovered  the  facts  and  concluded  that  a  mistake  had  been 
made,  and  thereupon  filed  Zimmer's  application.  It  appears  that  Zim- 
mer at  all  times  claimed  to  have  been  the  originator  of  the  invention. 
As  his  date  of  reduction  to  practice  is  earlier  than  the  earliest  date 
claimed  by  Horton,  he  is  entitled  to  priority  unless  it  affirmatively 
appears  that  he  abandoned  the  invention  or  secreted  it  and  brou^t 
it  to  light  after  Horton  had  given  it  to  the  public  Neither  of  these 
conditions  is  shown  to  have  existed.  Exhibit  C  was  for  a  period  of 
several  weeks  tested  in  a  room  to  which  the  public  had  access.  Ex- 
hibits D,  £  and  F  which,  it  must  be  held,  embody  Zimmer's  inven- 
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tion,  were  also  operated  in  such  a  manner  as  to  relieve  Zimmer  and 
his  assignee  of  the  charge  of  suppressing  the  invention. 

Th£  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  affirmed,  and  the 
clerk  of  this  court  will  certify  this  opinion  and  the  jyfoceedings  in  this 
court  to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  aa  required  by  law. 


[Supreme  Court  of  tbe  United  Statea.I 

United  Dictionary  Company  v.  G.  &  C.  Merkiah  Company. 

Bedded  Februarg  S,  ISOH, 

133  O.  G..  515. 

COPYBIOHT — PtTBUCATioH  Abboab  Withoitt  Noticb  of  Coptbwht — Effect  on 
Rights  in  this  Codrtbt. 
The  requlremcDt  of  tbe  net  of  June  IS,  1874,  chapter  301,  section  1.  18 
Stnt.,  78,  (Rev.  Stat,  sec.  4962,)  tbat  "  do  person  sball  maintain  an  action 
for  the  Infringement  of  bis  copyright"  unless  the  required  notice  shall  be 
Inserted  "  In  tbe  several  copies  of  every  edition  published  "  does  not  ext«id 
to  publications  abroad,  and  the  owner  of  a  work  copyrighted  in  this  country 
may  restrain  tbe  publication  thereof  by  another  who  has  Imported  for  pur- 
poses of  reproduction  copies  published  by  such  owner  nbroad  without  such 
notice. 

3fr.  James  H.  Petrce,  Mr.  Geo.  P.  Fisher,  Jr.,  and  Mr.  Wm.  Henry 
Dennit  for  the  appellant. 

Mr.  Wm.  B.  Hale,  Mr.  Chas.  N.  Judson,  and  Mr.  Frank  F.  Reed  for 
the  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  Holmes  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court 

This  is  a  suit  brought  by  the  appellee  to  restrain  the  infringement 
of  copyright  in  a  book  entitled  "  M^ebater's  High  School  Dictionary.'''' 
The  appellee,  a  Massachusetts  corporation,  took  out  copyrights  at  the 
same  time  in  England  and  here.  It  published  and  sold  the  book  in 
this  country  with  the  statutory  notice  of  copyright,  and  made  a  con- 
tract with  English  publishers,  under  which  it  furnished  them  with 
electrotype  plates  of  the  work,  and  they  published  it  in  England, 
omitting  notice  of  the  American  copyright.  The  English  work  has 
a  different  title,  "  Webster's  Brief  International  Dictionary,"  and  has 
some  other  differences  on  the  first  three  and  last  thirty-four  pages, 
but  otherwise  is  the  same.  The  appellant,  an  Illinois  corporation, 
sent  for  the  English  book  with  intent  to  reprint  it,  and  was  about  to 
publish  it  when  restrained.  The  English  publishers  agreed  not  to 
import  any  copies  of  their  work  into  this  country,  and  also  to  use  all 
reasonable  means  to  prevent  an  importation  by  others,  so  that  the 
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appeUee  cannot  be  said  to  have  assented  to  the  appellant^s  act  So 
far  as  appears,  the  only  copies  that  have  been  brought  over  are  the 
(Hie  above  mentioned  and  another,  purchased  for  use  but  not  for  sale, 
by  the  president  and  manager  of  the  appellant  The  question  is 
Trhether  the  omission  of  notice  of  the  American  copyright  from  the 
English  publication,  with  the  assent  of  the  appellee,  destroyed  its 
rights,  or,  in  other  words,  whether  the  requirement  of  the  act  of  June 
18,  1874,  chapter  301,  section  1,  18  Stat.,  78,  (Rev.  Stat.,  sec.  4962.;i 
that  notice  shall  be  inserted  "  in  the  several  copies  of  every  edition 
published  "  extends  to  publications  abroad.  The  circuit  court  sus- 
tained the  defendant's  contention  and  dismissed  the  bill.  (140  Fed. 
Rep.  768.)  The  circuit  court  of  appeals  reversed  this  decision,  (146 
Fed.  Bep.,  354 ;  76  C.  C.  A.,  470,)  and  the  case  is  brought  to  this  Court 
by  appeal. 

Notwithstanding  the  elaborateness  of  the  arguments  addressed  to 
us  and  the  difference  of  opinion  in  the  courts  below,  there  is  not  a 
great  deal  to  be  said,  and  the  answer  seems  to  us  plain.  Of  course, 
Congress  could  attach  what  conditions  it  saw  fit  to  its  grant,  but  it  is 
unlikely  that  it  w<Hild  make  requirements  of  personal  action  beyond 
the  sphere  of  its  control.  Especially  is  it  unlikely  that  it  would 
require  a  warning  to  the  public  against  the  infraction  of  a  law  beyond 
the  jurisdiction  where  that  law  was  in  force.  The  reasons  for  doing 
so  have  not  grown  less,  yet  in  the  late  statute  giving  copyright  for 
foreign  publications  the  notice  is  necessary  only  in  "  all  copies  of  such 
books  sold  or  distributed  in  the  United  States."  (Act  of  March  3, 
1905,  c  1432,  33  Stat.,  1000,  amending  Rev.  SUt.,  sec.  4952.)  So  it 
is  decided  that  the  section  punishing  a  false  notice,  which  naturally 
would  be  coextensive  with  the  requirement  of  notice,  did  not  extend 
to  false  statements  affixed  abroad.  (McLougklin  v.  Raphael  Tvck 
Co.,  191  U.  S.,  267.)  The  same  conclusion  would  follow  from  the 
form  prescribed  for  the  notice,  which  would  be  inapt  in  foreign  lands. 

It  is  said  that  the  act  of  1905  cannot  affect  the  construction  of  the 
law  undw  which  the  parties'  rights  were  fixed,  and  it  cannot,  beyond 
illustrating  a  policy  that  has  not  changed.  But  the  age  of  the  con- 
dition affords  another  reason  for  confining  it  as  the  later  condition  is 
confined.  When  it  first  was  attached,  in  1802,  there  was  little  ground 
to  anticipate  the  publication  of  American  works  abroad.  As  late  as 
1820  Sydney  Smith,  in  the  Edinburgh  Review,  made  his  famous  ex- 
clamation, "  In  the  four  quarters  of  the  globe,  who  reads  an  American 
book?"  If,  however,  there  was  a  publication  abroad,  importation 
without  the  consent  of  the  owner  was  forbidden  in  general  terms,  a 
fact  giving  another  reason  for  the  narrower  construction  of  section 
4962.  If  that  was  the  true  construction  once,  it  is  the  construction 
atilL    Again,  when  the  present  act  was  passed,  there  was  no  forei^ 
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copyright  for  an  American  author,  and  Congress  knew  and  he  knew, 
as  he  knows  now,  if  he  contents  himself  with  home  protection,  that  his 
work  might  be  reprinted  without  notice  of  any  sort.  Such  reprints 
rather  inconsistently  are  called  piracies  in  argument.  But  whatever 
the  moral  aspects  may  be,  the  piracy  is  a  legal  right,  and  as  such  its 
exercise  must  be  contemplated  by  the  author.  It  does,  not  matter 
whether  he  does  so  with  regret  at  the  loss  of  money  or  with  joy  at 
the  prospect  of  fame,  and  it  is  difficnlt  to  see  any  greater  difference 
between  giving  consent  to  the  foreign  publication  and  intentionally 
creating  the  opportunity,  the  inducement,  and  the  right  But  it 
hardly  would  be  argued  that  because  no  copyright  had  been  taken  out 
in  England  and  therefore  the  reprint  there  was  lawful,  an  American 
copyright  could  be  defeated  by  importing  the  English  book  and  re- 
printing from  that.  {Thompson  v.  Eubhard,  131  U-  S.,  123,  150.) 
It  would  be  even  bolder  to  say  that  the  American  author  stood  worse 
if  in  the  days  before  he  could  get  a  copyright  in  England  he  had 
made  an  arrangement  with  English  publishers  to  secure  some  pay- 
ment from  them.    Yet  that  is  the  logic  of  the  appellant's  case. 

If  a  publication  without  notice  of  an  American  copyright  did  not 
affect  the  copyright  before  the  days  when  it  was  possible  to  get  an 
English  copyright  also,  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  Congress,  by 
arranging  with  England  for  that  possibility,  gave  a  new  meaning  to 
the  old  secticffi  4962,  increasing  the  burden  of  American  authors,  and 
attempting  to  intrude  its  requirements  into  any  notice  that  might  be 
provided  by  the  English  law.  The  words  of  the  section  remained  un- 
changed, notwithstanding  the  grant  of  a  limited  liberty  of  importa- 
tion, while  other  sections  were  amended  where  there  was  reason  for 
a  change. 

It  may  be  that  in  most  cases  the  importation  of  a  pirated  English 
copy  of  an  American  book  would  be  unlawful,  whereas  it  is  argued 
that  the  importation  was  lawful  in  the  case  at  bar.  The  appellee 
makes  a  strong  argument  that  the  appellant's  importation  was  wrong- 
But  it  is  hard  to  see  how  the  right  to  copy  a  book,  whether  lawfully 
or  unlawfully  imported,  can  be  affected  by  the  mode  in  which  it  got 
here.  The  analogies  of  the  law  are  the  other  way.  A  person  is  sub- 
ject to  the  jurisdiction,  even  if  he  was  brought  tliere  by  wrong.  (Pet- 
tibone  V.  Nichols,  203  U.  S.,  192.)  A  document  is  admissible  in 
evidence,  although  it  was  improperly  obtained.  {Commonwealth  v. 
Tucker,  189  Mass.,  457,  470;  3  Wigmore,  Evidence,  sec  2183.)  The 
argument  for  the  appellant  dwells  somewhat  fancifully  on  the  possi- 
bilities of  innocence  being  led  astray.  All  those  possibilities  might 
exist  if  a  pirated  volume  should  be  smuggled  into  the  United  States. 
Moreover  the  appellant  argues,  with  the  support  of  the  opinion  of 
an  Attorney  General  and  a  Solicitor  General,  that  under  section  4956 
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and  its  atneDdments  two  copies  of  an  unauthorized  edition  lawfully 
might  be  imported  for  use.  {21  Op.  Att.  Gen.,  159,  162.)  The  stat- 
utes cannot  be  expected  to  do  more  than  to  secure  the  author  and  the 
public  50  far  as  is  reasonably  practicable.  The  obvious  plan  is  not 
to  be  distorted  by  the  chance  that  ingenuity  may  find  some  way  to 
slip  through  the  law  uncaught. 

As  we  are  satisfied  that  the  statute  does  not  require  notice  of  the 
American  copyright  on  books  published  abroad  and  sold  only  for 
use  there,  we  agree  with  the  parties  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  discuss 
nice  questions  as  to  when  a  foreign  reprint  may  or  may  not  be  im- 
ported into  the  United  States  under  the  present  provisions  of  our 
law.    Decree  affmned. 


[Supreme  Court  ot  the  Cnlted  States.] 

White-Smith  Mcsic  Pdbushino  Company  v.  Apollo  Comfant. 

Decided  February  2i,  lOOS. 

133  O.  G..  762. 

CoprwoHT — In pbinobuen t — Musical  CIoupos itioh. 

The  copyright  of  a  muBlcal  composition  wblch  is  published  In  the  form 
of  sheet-music  Is  not  InfrlD)^  by  a  perforated  roll  of  paper  designed  to 
be  naed  In  connection  with  an  automatic  plano-plarer  in  reprodncing  the 
music  recorded  In  the  copTrlghted  sbeete,  since  such  pei^orated  roll  is  not 
a  "  copy  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  copyright  statutes. 

Sfr.  Livingston  Giffard  for  the  appellant. 

Mr.  Gkarles  S.  Burton,  Mr.  John  J.  O^'onnell,  Mr.  John  W.  Muti- 
day,  and  Mr,  Charles  A.  Brodek  for  the  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  Dat  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

These  cases  may  be  considered  together.  They  are  appeals  from 
the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  Second  Circuit 
(147  Fed.,  226,)  affirming  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York,  rendered 
August  4,  1905  (139  Fed.,  427,)  dismissing  bills  of  the  complain- 
ant (now  appellant)  for  want  of  equity.  Motions  have  been  made 
to  dismiss  the  appeals,  and  a  petition  for  writ  of  certiorari  has  been 
filed  by  appellant.  In  view  of  the  nature  of  the  cases  the  writ  of  cer- 
tiorari is  granted,  the  record  on  the  appeals  to  stand  as  a  return  to 
the  writs.  {Montana  Mining  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  Mining  Co.,  204  U.  S., 
204.) 

The  actions  were  brought  to  restrain  infringement  of  the  copy- 
rights of  two  certain  musical  compositions,  published  in  the  form  of 
sheet-music,  entitled,  respectively,  "  Little  Cotton  Dolly  "  and  "  Ken- 
tucky Babe."    The  appdlee,  defendant  below,  is  engaged  in  the  sale 
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of  piano-players  and  player-pianos,  known  as  the  "  Apollo,"  and  of 
perforated  rolls  of  music  used  in  connection  therewith.  The  appel- 
lant, as  assignee  of  Adam  Geibel,  the  composer,  alleged  compliance 
with  the  Copyright  Act,  and  that  a  copyright  was  duly  obtained  by 
it  on  or  about  March  17,  1897.  The  answer  was  general  in  its  nature, 
and  upon  the  testimony  adduced  a  decree  was  rendered,  as  stated,  in 
favor  of  the  Apollo  Company,  defendant  below,  appellee  here. 

The  action  was  brought  under  the  provisions  of  the  Copyright  Act, 
section  4952  (3  U.  S.  Comp.  Stat.,  Sup.  1907,  p.  1021,)  giving  to  the 
author,  inventor,  designer,  or  proprietor  of  any  book,  map,  chart, 
dramatic,  or  musical  composition  the  sole  liberty  of  printing,  reprint- 
ing, publishing,  completing,  copying,  executing,  finishing,  and  vending 
the  same.  The  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  are  given  jurisdic- 
tion under  section  4970  (3  U.  S.  Comp.  Stat,  3416)  to  grant  injunc- 
tions according  to  the  course  and  principles  of  courts  of  equity  in 
copyright  cases.  The  appellee  is  the  manufacturer  of  certain  musical 
instruments  adapted  to  be  used  with  perforated  rolls.  The  testimony 
discloses  that  certain  of  these  rolls,  used  in  connection  with  such  in- 
struments, and  being  connected  with  the  mechanism  to  which  they 
apply,  reproduce  in  sound  the  melody  recorded  in  the  two  pieces  of 
music  copyrighted  by  the  appellant. 

The  manufacture  of  such  instruments  and  the  use  of  such  musical 
rolls  has  developed  rapidly  in  recent  years  in  this  country  and  abroad. 
The  record  discloses  that  in  the  year  1902  from  seventy  to  seventy- 
five  thousand  of  such  instruments  were  in  use  in  the  United  States, 
and  that  from  one  million  to  one  million  and  a  half  of  such  perforated 
musical  rolls,  to  be  more  fully  described  hereafter,  were  made  in  this 
country  in  that  year. 

It  is  evident  that  the  question  involved  in  the  use  of  such  rolls  is 
one  of  very  considerable  importance,  involving  large  property  inter- 
ests, and  closely  touching  the  rights  of  composers  and  music  publish- 
ers. The  case  was  argued  with  force  and  ability,  orally  and  upon 
elaborate  briefs. 

Without  entering  into  a  detailed  discussion  of  the  mechanical 
construction  of  such  instruments  and  rolls,  it  is  enough  to  say  that 
they  are  what  has  become  familiar  to  the  public  in  the  form  of 
mechanical  attachments  to  pianos,  such  as  the  pianola,  and  the 
musical  rolls  consist  of  perforated  sheets,  which  are  passed  over 
ducts  connected  with  the  operating  parts  of  the  mechanism  in  such 
manner  that  the  same  are  kept  sealed  until,  by  means  of  perforations 
in  the  rolls,  air-pressure  is  admitted  to  the  ducts  which  operate  the 
pneumatic  devices  to  sound  the  notes.  This  is  done  with  the  aid 
of  an  operator,  upon  whose  skill  and  experience  the  success  of  the 
rendition  largely  depends.  As  the  roll  is  drawn  over  the  tracker- 
board  the  notes  are  sounded  as  the  perforations  admit  the  atmospheric 
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pressure,  the  perforations  having  been  so  arranged  that  tlie  effect 
is  to  produce  the  melody  or  tune  for  which  the  roll  has  been  cut. 

Speaking  in  a  generttl  way,  it  may  be  said  that^  these  toUs  an 
made  in  three  ways.  First  With  the  score  or  staff  notation  before 
him  the  arranger,  with  the  aid  of  a  rule  or  guide  and  a  graduated 
schedule,  marks  the  position  and  size  of  the  perforations  on  a  sheet 
of  paper  to  correspond  to  the  order  of  notes  in  the  composition. 
The  marked  sheet  is  then  passed  into  the  hands  of  an  operator  who 
cuts  the  apertures,  by  hand,  in  the  paper.  This  perforated  sheet  is 
inspected  and  corrected,  and  when  corrected  is  called  "  the  original." 
This  original  is  used  as  a  stencil  and  by  passing  ink-rollers  over 
it  a  pattern  is  prepared.  The  stenciled  perforations  are  then  cut, 
producing  the  master  or  templet.  The  master  is  placed  in  the 
perforating-machine  and  reproductions  thereof  obtained,  which  are 
the  perforated  rolls  in  question.  Expression-marks  are  separately 
copied  on  the  perforated  music-sheets  by  means  of  rubber  stamps. 
Second.  A  perforated  music-roll  made  by  another  manufacturer  may 
be  used  from  which  to  make  a  new  record.  Third.  By  playing  upon 
a  piano  to  which  is  attached  an  automatic  recording  device  pro- 
ducing a  perforated  matrix  from  which  a  perforated  music-roll  may 
be  produced. 

It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  persons  skilled  in  the  art  can  take 
such  pieces  of  sheet-music  in  staff  notation,  and  by  means  of  the 
proper  instruments  make  drawings  indicating  the  perforations,  which 
are  afterwards  outlined  and  cut  upon  the  rolls  in  such  wise  as  to 
reproduce,  with  the  aid  of  the  other  mechanism,  the  music  which  is 
recorded  in  the  copyrighted  sheets. 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  parties  to  this  action  advance  opposing 
theories  as  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  tlie  copyright  given  by 
statutorj-  laws  enacted  by  Congress  for  the  protection  of  copyright, 
and  a  determination  of  which  is  the  true  one  will  go  far  to  decide 
the  rights  of  the  parties  in  this  case.  On  behalf  of  the  appellant  it 
is  insisted  that  it  is  the  intention  of  the  Copyright  Act  to  protect 
the  intellectual  conception  which  has  resulted  in  the  compilation  of 
notes  which,  when  properly  played,  produces  the  melody  which  is  the 
real  invention  of  the  composer.  It  is  insisted  that  this  is  the  thing 
which  Congress  intended  to  protect,  and  that  the  protection  covers 
all  means  of  expression  of  the  order  of  notes  which  produce  the  air 
or  melody  which  the  composer  has  invented. 

Music,  it  is  argued,  is  intended  for  the  ear  as  writing  is  for  the 
eye,  and  that  it  is  the  intention  of  the  Copyright  Act  to  prevent 
the  multiplication  of  every  means  of  reproducing  the  music  of  the 
composer  to  the  ear. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  contended  that  while  it  is  true  that  copy- 
right statutes  are  intended  to  reward  mental  cre»tione  or  conceptions, 
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that  the  extent  of  this  protection  is  a  matter  of  statutory  law,  and 
that  it  has  been  extended  only  to  the  tangible  results  of  mental  con- 
ception, and  that  only  the  tangible  thing  is  dealt  with  by  the  law, 
and  its  multiplication  or  reproduction  is  all  that  is  protected  by  the 
statute. 

Before  considering  the  construction  of  the  statnte  as  an  independ- 
ent question  the  appellee  invokes  the  doctrine  of  stare  decisis  in  its 
favor,  and  it  is  its  contention  that  in  all  the  cases  in  which  this  ques- 
tion has  been  up  for  judicial  consideration  it  has  been  held  that  such 
mechanical  producers  of  musical  tones  as  are  involved  in  this  case 
have  not  been  considered  to  be  within  the  protection  of  the  Copy- 
right Act;  and  that,  if  within  the  power  of  Congress  to  extend 
protection  to  such  subjects,  the  uniform  holdings  have  been  that 
it  is  not  intended  to  include  them  in  the  statutory  protection 
given.  While  it  may  be  that  the  decisions  have  not  been  of  that 
binding  character  that  would  enable  the  appellee  to  claim  the  pro- 
tection of  the  doctrine  of  stare  decisis  to  the  extent  of  precluding 
further  consideration  of  the  question,  it  must  be  admitted  that  the 
decisions  so  far  as  brought  to  our  attention  in  the  full  discussion  had 
at  the  bar  and  upon  the  briefs  have  been  uniformly  to  the  effect  that 
these  perforated  rolls  operated  in  connection  with  mechanical  devices 
for  the  production  of  music  are  not  within  the  Copyright  Act.  It 
was  so  held  in  Kennedy  v.  McTammany,  (33  Fed.,  584.)  The  deci- 
sion was  written  by  Judge  Colt  in  the  first  circuit ;  the  case  was  sub- 
sequently brought  to  this  Court,  where  it  was  dismissed  for  failure  to 
print  the  record.  (145  TJ.  S.,  643.)  In  that  case  the  learned  Judge 
said: 

I  cannot  convince  myself  that  tbeae  perforated  sheets  of  papers  are  copies  of 
sbeet-maatc  witliln  the  meaniag  of  the  copyright  law.  They  are  not  made  to  be 
addressed  to  the  eye  as  sheet-music,  but  they  form  a  part  of  a  machine.  They 
are  not  designed  to  be  used  for  such  purposes  as  sheet-music,  nor  do  they  la  any 
sense  occupy  the  same  Held  as  sheet-music.  They  are  a  mechanical  luvration 
made  for  the  sole  purpose  of  performing  tunes  mechanically  upon  a  musical 


Again  the  matter  was  given  careful  consideration  in  the  Court  of 
Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  in  an  opinion  by  Justice  Shep- 
ard,  (Stem  v,  Bosey,  17  App.  D.  C,  562,)  in  which  that  learned 
Justice,  speaking  for  the  court,  said : 

We  cannot  regard  the  reproduction,  through  the  ag^tcy  of  a  phonograph,  of 
the  sounds  of  musical  Instruments  playing  the  music  composed  and  publtabed 
by  the  complainants,  as  the  co^  or  publication  of  the  same  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act.  The  ordinary  slgnlflcatlon  of  the  words  "  copying,"  "  publlBblng," 
etc.,  cannot  be  stretched  to  Include  It. 

It  Is  not  pretended  that  the  marking  upon  waxed  cylinders  can  be  made  out 
by  the  eye  or  that  they  can  be  utilized  In  any  other  way  than  as  parts  of  the 
mechanism  of  the  phonograph. 

01)025—11  Doc.  1340,  BO-2 37 
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CouTeriog  no  meaning,  then,  to  the  ere  of  even  an  expert  musician  and 
whoUj  Incapable  of  use  save  In  and  as  a  part  of  a  machine  specially  adapted  to 
make  them  give  up  the  records  which  they  contain,  these  pr^vared  waxed 
cylinders  can  neither  substitute  the  copyrighted  sheets  of  music  nor  serre  any 
purpose  which  Is  within  their  scope.  In  these  respects  there  would  seem  to  be 
no  substantial  dlfTerence  between  them  and  the  metal  cylinder  of  the  old  and 
Cnmlltar  music-box,  and  this,  though  In  use  at  and  before  the  passage  of  the 
Copyright  Act.  has  not  been  regarded  as  Infringing  upon  the  copyrights  of 
authors  and  publishers. 

The  questioD  came  before  the  English  courts  in  Boosey  v.  Whigkt, 
(1899, 1  Ch.,  836;  80  L.  T.  E.,  561,)  and  it  was  there  held  that  these 
perforated  rolls  did  not  infringe  the  English  Copyright  Act  protect- 
ing sheets  of  music  Upon  appeal  Lindley,  master  of  the  rolls,  used 
this  pertinent  language  (1900, 1  Ch.,  122;  81  L.  T.  R.,  265) : 

The  plaintlEFs  are  entitled  to  copyright  In  three  sheets  of  music.  What  does 
this  means?  It  means  that  they  have  the  exclusive  right  of  printing  or  other- 
wise muttlpl3^ng  copies  of  those  sheets  of  music,  1.  e.,  of  the  bars,  notes,  and 
other  printed  words  and  signs  on  tliese  sheets.  But  tbe  plaintiffs  have  no 
exclusive  right  to  tbe  production  of  tie  sounds  indicated  by  or  on  those  sheets 
of  mnsic;  nor  to  the  performance  In  private  of  tbe  music  indicated  by  such 
sheets ;  nor  to  any  mechanism  for  the  production  of  such  sounds  or  music. 

Tlie  plaintiff's  rights  are  not  Infringed  except  by  an  unauthorised  copy  of 
tbelr  sheets  of  music.  We  need  not  trouble  ourselves  about  authority;  no  ques- 
tion turning  on  tbe  meaning  of  that  expression  has  to  be  considered  In  this  case. 
The  only  qnestlon  we  have  to  consider  Is  whether  the  defendants  hare  copied 
the  plaintiff's  sheets  of  music. 

Tbe  defendants  have  taken  those  sheets  of  music  and  have  prepared  from 
them  sheets  of  paper  with  perforations  In  them,  and  these  perforated  sheets. 
when  put  into  and  used  with  properly-constructed  machines  or  Instruments, 
will  produce  or  enable  the  machines  or  Instruments  to  produce  the  music  Indl< 
cated  on  the  plalntiCTs  sheets.  In  this  sense  the  defendant's  perforated  rolls 
have  been  copies  from  the  plaintiff's  sheets. 

But  Is  this  the  kind  of  copying  which  Is  prohibited  by  the  Copyright  Act;  or 
rather  Is  tbe  perforated  sheet  made  as  above  mentioned  a  copy  of  the  sheet  of 
music  from  which  it  Is  made?  Is  it  a  copy  at  all?  Is  it  a  copy  within  tlie 
meaning  of  the  Copyright  Act?  A  sheet  of  music  is  treated  in  the  Copyright 
Act  as  if  it  were  a  book  or  sheet  of  letter-press.  Any  mode  of  copying  such  a 
thing,  whether  by  printing,  writing,  photograptiy,  or  by  some  other  method  not 
yet  invented,  would  no  doubt  be  copying.  So,  perhaps,  might  a  perforated  sheet 
of  paper  to  be  sung  or  played  from  In  the  same  way  as  sheets  of  music  are 
sung  or  played  from.  But  to  play  an  instrument  from  a  sheet  of  music  which 
appears  to  tbe  eye  is  one  thing;  to  play  an  instrument  with  a  perforated  sheet 
which  Itself  forms  part  of  the  mechanism  which  produces  the  mutic  is  quite 
another  thing. 

Since  these  cases  were  decided  Congress  has  repeatedly  had  occasion 
to  amend  the  copyright  law.  The  English  cases,  the  decision  of  the 
district  court  of  appeals,  and  Judge  Colt's  decision  must  have  been 
well  known  to  the  members  of  Congress ;  and  although  the  manufac- 
ture of  mechanical  musical  instruments  had  not  grown  to  the  propor- 
*ion  which  they  have  since  attained  they  were  well  known,  and  the 
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omission  of  Congress  to  specifically  legislate  concerning  them  mi^t 
well  be  taken  to  be  an  acquiescence  in  the  judicial  construction  given 
to  the  copyright  laws. 

This  country  was  not  a  party  to  the  Berne  convention  of  1886,  con- 
cerning international  copyright,  in  which  it  was  specifically  provided : 

It  fs  unaeretood  tbat  the  manufacture  and  sate  of  tastrumeuta  Bervlng  to 
reproduce  niecbanlcally  tbe  airs  of  music  borrowed  from  tbe  private  domain 
are  not  considered  aa  constituting  musical  infringement. 

But  the  proceedings  of  this  convention  were  doubtless  well  known 
to  Congress.  After  the  Berne  convention  the  act  of  March  8,  1891, 
was  passed.  Section  13  of  that  act  provides  (S  U.  S.  Comp.  Stat, 
3417:) 

Sectioh  13.  That  this  act  shall  only  apply  to  a  citlzai  or  gnbject  of  a  foreign 
state  or  nation  when  such  foreign  state  or  nation  permits  to  citizens  of  the 
United  States  of  America  the  beneSts  of  copyright  on  substantial];  the  same 
basis  RB  to  Its  own  citizens ;  and  when  such  foreign  state  or  nation  Is  a  party 
to  an  International  agreement  which  provides  for  reciprocity  in  tbe  granting  of 
copyright,  by  the  terms  of  which  agreement  the  United  States  of  America  may, 
at  is  pleasure,  become  a  party  to  such  agreement.  Tbe  existence  of  either  of 
the  conditions  aforesaid  ahall  be  determined  by  the  President  of  tbe  United 
States  by  proclamation  made  from  time  to  time  as  the  purposes  of  this  act  may 
require. 

By  proclamation  of  the  President  July  1,  1891,  the  benefit  of  the 
act  was  given  to  the  citizens  of  Belgium,  France,  British  possessions 
and  Sweden,  which  countries  permitted  the  citizens  of  the  United 
States  to  have  the  benefit  of  copyright  on  the  same  basis  as  the  citi- 
zens of  those  countries.  On  April  30,  1892,  the  German  Empire  was 
included.  On  October  31,  1892,  a  similar  proclamation  was  made  as 
to  Italy.    These  countries  were  all  parties  to  the  Berne  convention. 

It  could  not  have  been  the  intention  of  Congress  to  give  to  foreign 
citizens  and  composers  advantages  in  our  country  which  according 
to  that  convention  were  to  be  denied  to  our  citizens  abroad. 

In  the  last  analysis  this  case  turns  upon  the  construction  of  a 
statute,  for  it  is  perfectly  well  settled  that  the  protection  given  to 
copyrights  in  this  country  is  wholly  statutory.  ( Whcaton  v.  Peters, 
8  Pet.,  591 ;  Banks  v.  Manchester,  128  U.  S.,  244,  253 ;  Thompson  v. 
Buhhard,  131  U.  S..  123, 151 ;  American  Tobacco  Company  v.  Werck- 
meistcr,  post,  67 ;  133  O.  G.,  1433 ;  207  U.  S.,  284.) 

Musical  compositions  have  been  the  subject  of  copyright  protection 
since  the  statute  of  February  3,  1831,  (4  Stat.,  436,)  and  laws  have 
been  passed  including  them  since  that  time.  When  we  turn  to  the 
consideration  of  the  act  it  seems  evident  that  Congress  has  dealt  with 
the  tangible  thing,  a  copy  of  which  is  required  to  be  filed  with  the 
Librarian  of  Congress,  and  wherever  the  words  are  used  (copy  or 
copies)  they  seem  to  refer  to  the  term  in  its  ordinary  sense  of  indicat- 
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ing  reproduction  or  duplication  of  the  original.  Section  4956  (3  U-  S. 
Comp.  Stat.,  3407)  provides  that  two  copies  of  a  book,  map,  chart,  or 
musical  composition,  etc.,  shall  be  delivered  at  the  office  of  the  Libra- 
rian of  Congress,  Notice  of  copyright  must  be  inserted  in  the  several 
copies  of  every  edition  published,  if  a  book,  or  if  a  musical  composi- 
tion, etc.,  upon  some  visible  portion  therof.  (Sec.  4962,  Copyright 
Act,  3  U.  S.  Comp.  Stat.,  3411.)  Section  4965  (3  XJ.  S.  Comp.  SUt., 
3414)  provides  in  part  that  the  infringer  "shall  forfeit  every  sheet 
(hereof,  and  one  dollar  for  every  sheet  of  the  same  found  in  his  pos- 
session," etc.,  evidently  referring  to  musical  compositions  in  sheets. 
Throughout  the  act  it  is  apparent  that  Congress  has  dealt  with  the 
concrete  and  not  with  an  atetract  right  of  property  in  ideas  or  mental 
conceptions. 

We  cannot  perceive  that  the  amendment  of  section  4966  by  the  act 
of  January  6,  1897,  (3  U.  S.  Comp.  Stat.,  3415,)  providing  a  penalty 
for  any  person  publicly  performing  or  representing  any  dramatic  or 
musical  composition  for  which  a  copyright  has  been  obtained,  can 
have  the  effect  of  enlarging  the  meaning  of  the  previous  sections  of 
the  act  which  were  not  changed  by  the  amendment.  The  purpose  of 
the  amendment  evidently  was  to  put  musical  compositions  on  the 
footing  of  dramatic  compositions  so  as  to  prohibit  their  public  per- 
formance. There  is  no  complaint  in  this  case  of  the  public  perform- 
ance of  copyrighted  music ;  nor  is  the  question  involved  whether  the 
manufacturers  of  such  perforated  music-rolls  when  sold  for  use  in 
public  performance  might  be  held  as  contributing  infringers.  This 
amendment  was  evidently  passed  for  the  specific  purpose  referred  to, 
and  is  entitled  to  little  consideration  in  construing  the  meaning  of  the 
terms  of  the  act  theretofore  in  force. 

"Wliat  is  meant  by  a  copy?  We  have  already  referred  to  the  com- 
mon understanding  of  it  as  a  reproduction  or  duplication  of  a  thing. 
A  definition  was  given  by  Bailey,  J.,  in  Wesi  v.  Francis,  (5  B,  &  A., 
743,)  quoted  with  approval  in  Boosey  v.  Whigkt,  supra.    He  said : 

A  copf  Ib  that  which  cornea  so  near  to  the  original  as  to  give  to  every  person 
seeing  It  the  Idea  created  by  the  orlglaal. 

Various  definitions  have  been  given  by  the  experts  called  in  the 
case.  The  one  which  most  commends  itself  to  our  judgment  is  per- 
haps as  clear  as  can  be  made,  and  defines  a  copy  of  a  musical  compo- 
sition to  be  "a  written  or  printed  record  of  it  in  intelligible  nota- 
tion." It  may  be  true  that  in  a  broad  sense  a  mechanical  instrument 
which  reproduces  a  tune  copies  it ;  but  this  is  a  strained  and  artificial 
meaning.  When  the  combination  of  musical  sounds  is  reproduced  to 
the  ear  it  is  the  original  tune  as  conceived  by  the  author  which  is 
heard.  These  musical  tones  are  not  a  copy  which  appeals  to  the  eye. 
In  no  sense  can  musical  sounds  which  reach  us  through  the  svaaa  of 
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hearing  be  said  to  be  copies  &b  that  term  is  generally  understood,  and 
as  we  believe  it  was  intended  to  be  understood  in  the  statutes  under 
consideration.  A  musical  composition  is  an  intellectual  creation 
which  first  exists  in  the  mind  of  the  composer;  he  may  play  it  for  the 
first  time  upon  an  instrument.  It  is  not  susceptible  of  being  copied 
imtil  it  has  been  put  in  a  form  which  others  can  see  and  read.  The 
statute  has  not  provided  for  the  protection  of  the  intellectual  con- 
ception apart  from  the  thing  produced,  however  meritorious  such 
conception  may  be,  but  has  provided  for  the  making  and  filing  of  a 
tangible  thing,  against  the  publicatioa  and  duplication  of  which  it  is 
the  purpose  of  the  statute  to  protect  the  composer. 

Also  it  may  be  noted  in  this  connection  that  if  the  broad  construc- 
tion of  publishing  and  copying  contended  for  by  the  appellants  is  to 
be  given  to  this  statute  it  would  seem  equally  applicable  to  the  cylin- 
der of  a  music-box,  with  its  mechanical  arrangement  for  the  repro- 
duction of  melodious  sounds,  or  the  record  of  the  graphophone,  or 
to  the  pipe-organ  operated  by  devices  similar  to  those  in  use  in  the 
pianola.  All  these  instruments  were  welt  known  when  these  various 
copyright  acts  were  passed.  Can  it  be  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
Congress  to  permit  them  to  be  held  as  infringements  and  suppressed 
by  injunctions? 

After  all,  what  is  the  perforated  roll?  The  fact  is  clearly  estab- 
lished in  the  testimony  in  this  case  that  even  those  skilled  in  the 
making  of  these  rolls  are  unable  to  read  them  as  musical  compositions, 
as  those  in  staff  notation  are  read  by  the  performer.  It  is  true  that 
there  is  some  testimony  to  the  effect  that  great  skill  and  patience 
might  enable  the  operator  to  read  this  record  as  he  could  a  piece  of 
music  written  in  staff  notation.  But  the  weight  of  the  testimony  is 
emphatically  the  other  way,  and  they  are  not  intended  to  be  read  as 
an  ordinary  piece  of  sheet-music,  which  to  those  skilled  in  the  art 
conveys,  by  reading,  in  playing  or  singing,  definite  impressions  of 
the  melody. 

These  perforated  rolls  are  parts  of  a  machine  which,  when  duly 
applied  and  properly  operated  in  connection  with  the  mechanism  to 
which  they  are  adapted,  produce  musical  tones  in  harmonious  combi- 
nation. But  we  cannot  think  that  they  are  copies  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Copyright  Act. 

It  may  be  true  that  the  use  of  these  perforated  rolls,  in  the  absence 
of  statutory  protection,  enables  the  manufacturers  thereof  to  enjoy 
the  use  of  musical  compositions  for  which  they  pay  no  value.  But 
such  considerations  properly  address  themselves  to  the  legislative  and 
not  to  the  judicial  branch  of  the  Government.  As  the  act  of  Con- 
gress now  stands  we  believe  it  does  not  include  these  records  as  copies 
or  publications  of  the  copyrighted  music  involved  in  these  cases. 

The  decrees  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  are  affirmed. 
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Mr.  Justice  Holmes,  concurring  specially. 

In  view  of  the  facts  and  opinions  in  this  country  and  abroad  to 
which  my  brother  Day  has  called  attention  I  do  not  feel  justified  in 
dissenting  from  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  but  the  result  is  to  give 
to  copyright  less  scope  than  its  rational  significance  and  the  ground 
on  which  it  is  granted  seem  to  me  to  demand.  Therefore  I  desire 
to  add  a  few  words  to  what  he  has  said. 

The  notion  of  property  starts,  I  suppose,  from  confirmed  posses- 
sion of  a  tangible  object  and  consists  in  the  right  to  exclude  others 
from  interference  with  the  more  or  less  free  doing  with  it  as  one 
wills.  But  in  copyright  property  has  reached  a  more  abstract  ex- 
pression. The  right  to  exclude  is  not  directed  to  an  object  in  pos- 
i^ession  or  owned,  but  is  in  vacuo,  so  to  speak.  It  restrains  the  spon- 
taneity of  men  where  but  for  it  there  would  be  nothing  of  any  kind 
to  hinder  their  doing  as  they  saw  fit.  It  is  a  prohibition  of  conduct 
remote  from  the  persons  or  tan^bles  of  the  party  having  the  right. 
It  may  be  infringed  a  thousand  miles  from  the  owner  and  without 
his  ever  becoming  aware  of  the  wrong.  It  is  a  right  which  could 
not  be  recognized  or  endured  for  more  than  a  limited  time,  and  there- 
fore, I  may  remark  in  passing,  it  is  one  which  hardly  can  be  con- 
ceived except  as  a  product  of  statute,  as  the  authorities  now  agree. 

The  ground  of  this  extraordinary  right  is  that  the  person  to  whom 
it  is  given  has  invented  some  new  collocation  of  visible  or  audible 
points, — of  lines,  colors,  sounds,  or  words.  The  restraint  is  directed 
against  reproducing  this  collocation,  although  but  for  the  invention 
and  the  statute  any  one  would  be  free  to  combine  the  contents  of 
the  dictionary,  the  elements  of  the  spectrum,  or  the  notes  of  the 
gamut  in  any  way  that  he  had  the  wit  to  devise.  The  restriction  is 
confined  to  the  specific  form,  to  the  collocation  devised,  of  course,  but 
one  would  expect  that,  if  it  was  to  be  protected  at  all,  that  colloca- 
tion would  be  protected  according  to  what  was  its  essence.  One 
would  expect  the  protection  to  be  coextensive  not  only  with  the  in- 
vention, which,  though  free  to  all,  only  one  had  the  ability  to  achieve, 
but  with  the  possibility  of  reproducing  the  result  which  gives  to  the 
invention  its  meaning  and  worth.  A  musical  composition  is  a 
rational  collocation  of  sounds  apart  from  concepts,  reduced  to  a  tangi- 
ble expression  from  which  the  collocation  can  be  reproduced  either 
with  or  without  continuous  human  interventiou.  On  principle  any- 
thing that  mechanically  reproduces  that  collocation  of  sounds  ought 
to  be  held  a  copy,  or  if  the  statute  is  too  narrow  ought  to  be  made 
so  by  a  further  act,  except  so  far  as  some  extraneous  consideration 
of  policy  may  oppose.  What  license  may  be  implied  from  a  sale  of 
the  copyrighted  article  is  a  different  and  harder  question,  but  I  leave 
it  untouched,  as  license  is  not  relied  upon  as  a  ground  for  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court. 
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American  Tobacco  Company  v,  WEBCKMEiaxER. 

Decided  December  2,  1907. 

133  O.  O^  1433. 

1.  CoPVBioHT — Pbopkbty  Riobts  in,  Cheatobe  of  Fedebal  Statute. 

Property  In  copyright  la  the  creature  of  the  Federal  statute  paBsed  In 
the  exercise  of  the  power  vested  In  Congreea  by  the  Federnl  Constitution 
In  Article  I,  section  S,  "  to  promote  the  progress  of  science  and  usefnl  arts 
by  securing  for  limited  times  to  authors  and  inventors  the  ejcluslve  right 
to  their  resiiectlve  writings  and  discoveries."  (See  Whealon  v.  Petert,  8 
Pet,  591,  656;  Holme*  v.  Hurst.  174  D.  S.,  82;  Bankt  v.  ifon«Ae«ter,  128 
U.  8.,  244,  252;   Thnnpton  v.  Hubhard.  131  U.  S.,  123.  151.  > 

2.  Saub — Section  4962  OF  the  Revised  Statxjtes  Constbued — Whebe  Notice 

Should  be  Inscbibq). 
Section  4962  of  the  Bevlsed  Statutes  as  amended  by  act  of  Jnne  18.  1874, 
ch.  301,  (18  Stat.  L.,  78;  U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p.  3411.)  providing  "that 
no  person  shnll  maintain  an  action  for  the  infringement  of  his  cop3Tlght 
unless  he  ahai]  give  notice  thereof  by  Inserting  In  the  several  copies  of  every 
edition  published  *  *  *  by  Inscribing  upon  some  visible  portion  thereof, 
or  of  the  substnnce  on  which  the  same  shall  be  mounted."  the  notice  of 
copyright,  has  not  for  its  object  to  require  the  Inscription  upon  the  original 
painting,  map.  4c.,  but  only  upon  those  published  copies  concerning  wblcb 
it  is  deigned  to  convey  Information  to  the  public  wblcb  shall  limit  its 
use  and  circumscribe  the  rights  of  the  purchaser. 

3.  Same — Constbuction  op  Statuteb. 

In  construing  a  statute  the  court  Is  not  always  confined  to  a  literal  read- 
ing thereof,  and  may  consider  its  object  and  purpose,  the  things  with  which 
It  is  dealing,  and  the  conditions  of  affairs  wblcb  led  to  Its  enactment  so 
as  to  effectuate  rather  than  destroy  the  spirit  and  force  of  the  law  which 
the  legislature  intended  to  enact 

4.  Saue — AsacaNUENTOF  CopyaiOHTS. 

An  Instrument  providing  that  "  I  hereby  transfer  the  copyright  In  my 
picture  'Chorus'  to  the  Pbotogmpbiscbe  Gesellschaft,  Berlin  (The  Berlin 
Photographic  Company)  for  the  sum  of  £200,  I^ndon.  April  2. 1804,"  signed 
by  the  author  of  the  painting.  Held  to  constitute  a  complete  transfer  of  the 
property  right  of  copyright  eslstbig  In  the  picture,  there  being  no  evidence 
of  any  intention  on  the  part  of  the  author  to  retain  auy  further  Interest 
In  the  copyright, 
fi.  Same — Same. 

An  author  may,  before  publication,  assign  the  right  or  privilege  of  taking 
a  copyright  Independent  of  the  transfer  of  the  copyrightable  thing  Itself. 
6.  Saub — Section  4052  as  Auehded  Uabch  3,  1801,  Constbued — MEANino  of 
"ABBians." 

The  word  "assigns"  In  section  4052,  Rev.  Stats.,  as  amended  March  3, 
1801,  (26  Stat.  L..  1106,  c.  065;  U.  S.  Comp.  St..  1001,  p.  3406.)  la  not  used 
as  descriptive  of  the  cbaracter  of  the  estate  which  the  "  author,  inventor, 
designer  or  proprietor  "  may  acquire.  The  statute  was  Intended  to  give 
to  the  asdgns  of  the  original  owner  of  the  right  to  copyright  an  article 
the  right  to  take  out  the  copyright  secured  by  the  statute  Independently 
of  the  ownership  of  the  article  Itself. 
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T.  8a.uk — Painting — Ixias  op  Riohtb  by  Public  Bshibitiun. 

The  exhibition  of  a  painting  at  a  public  gallery  b;  the  author  prior  to 
copyrighting  th(>  same  does  not  deprive  him  or  hia  aaf^gua  from  subse- 
quently securing  a  valid  copyright  where  the  aame  wae  expressly  entered 
at  the  gallery  with  copyright  reserved. 

8.  Appeal  and  Bbbob — Objection  to  Fobm  of  Action, 

The  objection  to  the  form  of  an  action  embodied,  after  verdict.  In  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  comes  too  iate  to  be  available  In  an  appellate  court. 

fl.  CoHBTrrcTioBAi,  Law — Skabcheb  and  Seisdbes — Dub  Paoccsa  or  Law. 

Constitutional  rights  of  n  corporate  defendant  In  an  action  for  the  for- 
feiture of  Infringing  copies  of  a  painting  protected  by  copyright  are  not 
violated  by  the  admission  in  evidence  of  the  replevin  proceedings  tinder 
which  such  Infringing  copies  were  seized  over  the  oblectiim  that  by  such 
proceedings  rights  under  the  fonrth  and  fifth  amendments  to  the  Federal 
Constitution  were  invaded. 

Mr.  William  A.  Jemier  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Mt.  Antonio  Knauth  for  defendant  in  error. 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Sec- 
ond Circuit,  seeking  reversal  of  a  judgment  affirming  the  judgment 
of  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  for  the  Southern  District  of  Kew 
York  in  favor  of  the  defendant  in  error,  adjudging  him  to  be  entitled 
to  the  possession  of  1119  sheets,  each  containing  a  copy  of  a  certain 
picture  called  "  Chorus,"  the  same  representing  a  company  of  gentle- 
men with  filled  glasses,  singing  in  chorus.  The  painting  was  the 
work  of  an  English  artist,  W.  Dendy  Sadler.  The  defendant  in 
error  claimed  to  be  the  owner  of  a  copyright  taken  out  under  the  law 
of  the  United  States. 

The  judgment  was  rendered  under  authority  of  section  4965,  as 
amended  March  2,  1905.     { U.  S.  Comp.  Stat.,  v.  3,  p.  3414.) 

In  January,  1894,  by  agreement  between  the  artist  and  Werck- 
meister,  the  defendant  in  error,  it  was  agreed  that  the  painting  should 
be  finished  by  March  1,  and  then  sent  to  Werckmeister  to  be  photo- 
graphed and  returned  to  Sadler  in  time  to  exhibit  at  the  Royal  Acad- 
emy in  1804.  The  painting  was  sent  Werckmeister  at  Berlin,  where 
it  was  received  on  March  8,  1894,  and  was  returned  to  Sadler  in 
London  on  March  22,  1894.  On  April  2,  1894,  the  artist  Sadler  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  the  following  instrument: 

I  hereby  transfer  the  copyright  in  my  picture  " Chorus"  to  the  Photo- 
graphlsche  Geselischaft.  Berlin  <The  Berlin  Photc^raphlc  Company,)  for  the 
Bum  of  £200.    Ixindon,  April  2,  1894. 

(Signed)  W.  Dekdt  Sadler. 

Werclaneist«r  was  a  citizen  of  the  German  Empire,  doing  business 
in  Berlin,  Germany,  under  the  trade  name  of  "  Photographische 
Gesellschaft,"  and  did  business  in  New  York  city  under  the  name  of 
the "  Berlin  Photographic  Company."  ,  -  t 
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The  Photographische  Gesellschaft  of  Berlin,  by  letter  dated  March 
31,  1894,  received  on  April  16,  1894,  deposited  the  title  and  descrip- 
tion of  the  painting  and  a  photograph  of  the  same  in  the  office  of  the 
Librarian  of  Congress,  the  intention  being  to  obtain  a  copyright  un- 
der the  act  of  Congress.  (V.  S.  Comp.  Stat,,  v.  3,  p.  3407.)  After 
the  painting  was  returned  to  London  it  was  exhibited  by  Sadler  at 
the  exhibition  of  the  Boyal  Academy  at  London,  and  was  there  on  ex- 
hibition for  about  three  monthH;  the  e.\hibition  opening  the  first 
Monday  of  May  and  clasing  the  first  Monday  of  August,  1894.  The 
exhibition  was  opened  to  the  public  on  week  days  from  eight  a.  m.  to 
7  p.  m.  upon  the  payment  of  the  admission  fee  of  one  shilling,  and 
during  the  last  week  was  open  evenings,  the  entrance  charge  being 
six  pence.  There  was  a  private  view  for  the  press  on  May  2,  and  on 
May  3  up  to  one  o'clock,  and  the  remainder  of  the  day  was  for  the 
Royal  private  view.  There  was  also  a  general  private  view  on  May 
4.  The  members  and  the  associate  members  of  the  Royal  Academy 
and  the  artists  exhibiting  at  tbe  exhibition  and  their  families  were 
entitled  at  all  times  to  free  admission,  and  they  as  well  as  the  public 
visited  the  exhibition  in  large  numbers. 

During  the  time  that  the  painting  was  shown  at  the  exhibition  it 
was  not  inscribed  as  a  copyright,  nor  were  any  words  thereon  indi- 
cating a  copyright,  nor  on  the  substance  on  which  it  was  mounted, 
nor  on  the  frame,  as  required  by  the  copyright  act  ( U.  S.  Compiled 
Stat,  1.  3,  p.  3411,)  if  the  original  painting  is  within  the  require- 
ments of  the  law  in  this  respect. 

The  painting  while  on  exhibition  was  for  sale  at  the  Royal  Acad- 
emy, but  with  the  copyright  reserved,  which  reservation  was  entered 
in  the  gallery  sale  book.  The  by-laws  of  the  Royal  Academy  pro- 
vided "  that  no  permission  to  copy  works  on  exhibition  shall  on  any 
account  be  granted."  The  reasons  for  the  by-law,  as  it  appears  upon 
minutes  of  the  Academy,  are  as  follows: 

That  BO  mucb  property  la  copyrigbt  being  entruHted  to  tbe  guardlansblp  of 
the  Royal  AcBdemy,  the  council  feel  tbemnelTes  comi>elle(l  to  dlsnllow.  In  future, 
all  copying  within  their  walls  from  pictures  sent  for  enhlbitlon. 

The  photogravures  of  the  painting  were  placed  on  sale  in  June, 
1894,  or  in  the  autumn  of  1894;  those  photogravures  were  inscribed 
with  the  notice  of  copyright. 

Mr.  Sadler,  the  artist,  afterwards,  in  October,  1899,  sold  the  paint- 
ing to  a  Mr,  Cotterel,  residing  in  London,  England,  since  which  time, 
so  far  as  has  been  shown,  it  has  been  hanging  in  the  dining  room  of 
the  house  of  that  gentleman. 

On  June  20, 1902,  Werckmeister  commenced  an  action,  by  the  serv- 
ice of  a  summons,  against  the  American  Tobacco  Company,  plain- 
tiff in  error,  and  on  the  same  day  a  writ  of  replevin  was  issued  out  of 
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the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  directed  to  the  marshal  of  the  same  district,  requiring  him 
to  replevin  the  chattels  described  in  an  annexed  affidavit.  Under  the 
writ  the  marshal  seized  upon  the  premises  of  the  American  Tobacco 
Company  203  pictures.  On  July  23,  1902,  Werckmeister  caused 
another  writ  of  replevin  to  issue  out  of  the  same  court,  directed  to  the 
marshal  of  the  Western  District  of  New  York,  under  which  writ  the 
marshal  seized  996  pictures. 

An  amendment  to  the  complaint  set  forth  the  seizure  of  the  pictures. 
The  copies  seized  were  adjudged  to  be  forfeited  to  the  plaintiflf 
Werckmeister  and  to  be  of  the  value  of  $1,010, 

The  judgment  rendered  in  the  circuit  court  was  taken  upon  error 
to  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  and  there  affirmed. 
(146  Fed.,  375.)  The  present  writ  of  error  is  prosecuted  to  reverse 
the  judgment  of  the  court  of  appeals. 

Mr.  Justice  Day  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 

This  case  involves  important  questions  under  the  copyright  laws 
of  the  United  States,  upon  which  there  has  been  diversity  of  view  in 
the  Federal  courts. 

Before  taking  up  the  errors  as.signed  it  may  aid  in  the  elucidation 
of  the  questions  involved  to  briefly  consider  the  nature  of  the  prop- 
erty in  copyright  which  it  is  the  object  of  the  statutes  of  the  United 
States  to  secure  and  protect.  A  copyright,  as  the  term  imports,  in- 
volves the  right  of  publication  and  reproduction  of  works  of  art  or 
literature,  A  copyright,  as  defined  by  Bouoier^s  Law  Dictionary, 
(Bawles'  edition,  vol.  1,  p.  436,)  is: 

The  exclusive  privilege,  secured  according  to  certain  legal  forms,  of  printinfc. 
or  otherwise  aiiiUiplylnt;.  publlBhlng,  and  vending  copies  of  certain  literary  or 

artistic  productions. 

And  further,  says  the  same  author, 

the  foundation  of  all  rights  of  this  description  Is  the  natural  dominion  which 
every  one  has  over  his  own  Ideas,  the  enjoyment  of  which,  although  they  are 
embodied  in  visible  forms  or  cbnractera.  he  may,  if  he  chooses,  confine  to  him- 
self or  Impart  to  others. 

That  is,  the  law  recognizes  the  artistic  or  literary  productions  of  intel- 
lect or  genius,  not  only  to  the  extent  which  is  involved  in  dominion 
over  and  ownership  of  the  thing  created,  but  also  the  intangible 
estate  in  such  property  which  arises  from  the  privilege  of  publishing 
and  selling  to  others  copies  of  the  thing  produced. 

There  was  much  contention  in  England  as  to  whether  the  common 
law  recognized  this  property  in  copyright  before  the  Statute  of  Anne; 
the  controversy  resulting  in  the  decision  in  the  House  of  Lords  in 
the  case  of  Donelson  v.  Beckett,  (4  Burr,  2408,)  the  result  of  the  de- 
cision being  that  a  majority  of  the  judges,  while  in  favor  of  the  com- 


DECISIONS  OF  UNITED  STATES  COURTS  IN  PATENT  CASES.        575 

mon  law  right,  held  the  same  had  been  taken  away  by  the  statute. 
(See  Wkeaton  v.  Peters,  8  Pet.,  591-666;  Holviea  v.  Hurst,  174 
U.  S.,  82.) 

In  this  country  it  is  well  settled  that  property  in  copyright  is  the 
creation  of  the  Federal  statute  passed  in  the  exercise  of  the  power 
vested  in  Congress  by  the  Federal  Constitution  in  article  I,  section  8, 
to  promote  the  procresB  of  s<clence  and  useful  arts  by  securitiK  for  1tmlt<><l  timea 
to  nuthors  and  Inventora  tlie  exclusive  right  to  their  respective  wrltlugs  aod 
discoveries.  (See  8  Pet.,  mi,  supra;  Bank»  v.  Jfancftes/cr,  128  V.  S..  244,  252; 
Tbompsnn  v.  Huhhard.  131  V.  S.,  123,  IM.) 

Under  this  grant  of  authority  a  series  of  statutes  have  been  passed, 
having  for  their  object  the  protection  of  the  property  which  the 
author  has  in  the  right  to  publish  his  production,  the  purpose  of  the 
statute  being  to  protect  this  right  in  such  manner  that  the  author 
may  have  the  benefit  of  this  property  for  a  limited  term  of  years. 
These  statutes  shoidd  be  given  a  fair  and  reasonable  construction 
with  a  view  to  effecting  such  purpose. 

The  first  question  presented  in  oral  argument  and  upon  the  briefs 
involves  the  construction  of  section  4962  as  amended,  {U.  S.  Com- 
piled Statutes,  1901,  p.  3411,)  which  is  as  follows: 

That  no  person  Bhall  maintain  an  action  for  the  infringement  of  his  copy- 
right unless  he  shall  give  notice  thereof  by  inserting  in  the  several  copies  of 
every  edition  published,  on  the  title  pnge  or  the  page  immediately  following. 
If  It  he  a  book ;  or  if  n  map.  chart,  musical  composition,  print,  cut,  engraving, 
photograph,  painting,  drawing,  chromo,  statue,  statuary,  or  model  or  design 
intended  to  be  |)erfected  nnd  complete<l  as  n  work  of  the  flne  arts,  by  Inscribing 
upon  some  visible  iwrtlon  thereof,  or  of  the  substance  on  which  the  same  shall 
be  mounted,  the  following  words,  viz;  "  Entered  according  to  act  of  Congress, 
In  the  year ,  by  A.  B.  In  the  office  of  the  Librarian  of  Congress,  at  Wash- 
ington;" or,  at  his  option,  the  word  "copyright,"  together  with  the  year  the 
copyright  was  entered  nnd  the  name  of  the  party  by  whom  It  wns  taken  out, 
thus:  "Copyright  18—,  by  A.  B." 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  that  the  original  paint- 
ing was  not  inscribed  as  required  by  the  act,  and  therefore  no  action   ' 
can  be  maintained,  and  it  is  insisted  that  the  inscription  upon  the  - 
photogravures  offered  for  sale  is  not  sufficient. 

It  must  be  admitted  that  the  languaj^e  of  the  statute  is  not  so  clear 
as  it  might  be,  nor  have  the  decisions  of  the  courts  been  uniform  upon 
the  subject.  In  Werckmeister  v.  Purse  <t  Busknell  Manf.  Co.,  (63 
Fed.,  445,)  Judge  Putnam  held  that  the  failure  to  inscribe  the  copy- 
right notice  upon  the  original  painting  did  not  affect  the  copyright. 
That  judgment  was  i^versed  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
First  Circuit  by  a  divided  court.    (72  Fed.,  54.) 

In  the  case  of  Werckmehter  v,  American  Lithographic  Co.,  (142 
Fed.,  827,)  Judge  Holt  reache<l  the  same  conclusion  as  Judge  Put- 
nam, and  in  the  case  at  bar  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
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Second  Circuit  approved  of  the  reaeoning  of  Judges  Putnam  and 
Holt  and  disagreed  with  the  majority  of  the  judges  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  First  Circuit. 

Looking  to  the  statute,  it  is  appareat  that  if  read  literally  the 
words  "  inscribed  on  some  visible  portion  thereof,"  etc.,  apply  to  the 
antecedent  terms  "  maps,  charts,  musical  composition,  print,  cut,  en- 
graving, photograph,  painting,"  etc.,  and  the  words  of  the  first  part 
of  the  sentence  requiring  notice  to  be  inserted  in  the  several  copies 
of  every  edition  published  apply  literally  to  the  title  page  or  the 
page  immediately  following,  if  it  be  a  book. 

But  in  construing  a  statute  we  are  not  always  confined  to  a  literal 
reading,  and  may  consider  its  object  and  purpose,  the  things  with 
which  it  is  dealing,  and  the  condition  of  affairs  which  led  to  its  en- 
actment so  as  to  effectuate  rather  than  destroy  the  spirit  and  force 
of  the  law  which  the  legislature  intended  to  enact. 

It  is  true,  and  the  plaintiff  in  error  cites  authorities  to  the  propo- 
sition, that  where  the  words  of  an  act  are  clear  and  unambiguous 
they  will  control.  But  while  seeking  to  gain  the  legislative  intent 
primarily  from  the  language  used  we  must  remember  the  objects  and 
purposes  sought  to  be  attained. 

We  think  it  was  the  object  of  the  statute  to  require  this  inscrip- 
tion, not  upon  the  original  painting,  map,  photograph,  drawing,  etc., 
but  upon  those  published  copies  concerning  which  it  is  designed  to 
convey  information  to  the  public  which  shall  limit  the  use  and  cir- 
cumscribe the  rights  of  the  purchaser. 

As  we  have  seen,  the  purpose  of  the  copyright  law  is  not  so  much 
the  protection  of  the  possession  and  control  of  the  visible  thing,  as 
to  secure  a  monopoly  having  a  limited  time,  of  the  right  to  publish 
the  production  which  is  the  result  of  the  inventor's  thought. 

We  have  been  cited  to  no  case,  nor  can  we  find  any  direct  authority 
in  this  court  upon  the  question.  But  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Miller 
in  Lithographic  Company  v.  Sarony  (C.  D.,  1884,  186,  27  O.  G., 
■  413;  111  U.  S.,  53,)  is  pertinent.  The  court  there  considered  whether 
Congress  had  the  constitutional  right  to  protect  photographs  and 
negatives  by  copyright,  and  the  second  assignment  of  error  relates  to 
the  sufijciency  of  the  words  "  Copyrighted  1892  by  N,  Sarony," 
when  the  copyright  was  the  property  of  Napoleon  Sarony.  In  treating 
this  question  the  learned  Judge  used  this  very  suggestive  language: 

with  r(«ard  to  this  latter  qiieatlon,  it  is  enongh  to  say  that  the  object  of  the 
statute  la  to  give  notice  of  the  copyright  to  the  pnbllc,  by  pladng  upon  each  copy. 
Id  Dome  visible  shape,  the  name  of  the  author,  the  existence  of  the  claim  of  ex- 
clusive right,  and  the  date  at  which  this  right  was  obtained. 

If  the  contention  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  be  sustained  the  statute 
is  satisfied  only  when  the  original  map,  chart,  etc.,  or  painting  are 
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inscribed  with  the  notice,  and  this  is  requisite  whether  the  original 
painting  is  ever  published  or  not.  We  think  this  construction  ignores 
the  purpose  and  object  of  the  act,  which  Mr.  Justice  Miller  has  said 
in  the  language  just  quoted,  is  to  give  notice  of  the  copyright  to  the 
public — that  is,  to  the  persons  who  buy  or  deal  with  the  published 
thing. 

It  is  insisted  that  there  is  reason  for  the  distinction  in  the  statute 
between  books,  and  maps,  charts,  paintings,  etc.,  in  that  a  book  can 
only  be  published  in  print  and  becomes  known  by  reading,  while 
paintings,  drawings,  etc.,  are  published  by  inspection  and  observation. 

It  may  be  true  that  paintings  are  published  in  this  way,  but  they 
are  often  sold  to  private  individuals  and  go  into  private  collections, 
while  the  copies,  photographs,  or  photogravures,  may  have  a  wide 
and  extended  sale. 

It  would  seem  cleai-  that  the  real  object  of  the  statute  is  not  to  give 
notice  to  the  artist  or  proprietor  of  the  painting  or  the  person  to 
whose  collection  it  may  go,  who  need  no  information,  but  to  notify 
the  public  who  purchase  the  circulated  copies  of  the  existing  copy- 
right in  order  that  their  ownership  may  be  restricted. 

There  does  not  seem  to  be  any  purpose  in  requiring  that  an  original 
map,  chart  or  painting  shall  be  thus  inscribed,  while  there  is  every 
reason  for  requiring  the  copies  of  editions  published  to  bear  upon 
their  face  the  notice  of  the  limited  property  which  a  purchaser  may 
acquire  therein. 

This  construction  of  the  statute  which  requires  the  inscription  upon 
the  published  copies  is  much  strengthened  by  the  revie*  of  the  history 
of  copyright  legislation  which  is  contained  in  Judge  Putnam's 
opinion  in  Werckmeister  v.  Pierce  tfi  Buskjiell  Co.  (63  Fed.,  445;) 
that  legislation  before  tlie  statute  of  1874,  in  which  paintings  were 
for  the  first  time  introduced,  shows  the  uniform  requirement  of  notice 
upon  copies.  The  apparent  incongruities  in  the  statue,  in  the  light 
of  its  history,  have  grown  up  from  enlarging  the  scope  of  the  law 
from  time  to  time  by  the  introduction  of  new  subjects  of  copyright 
and  engrafting  them  on  the  previous  statues.  The  same  argument 
which  requires  original  paintings  to  be  inscribed  would  apply  to 
all  other  articles  in  the  same  class  in  the  present  law,  as  maps,  charts, 
etc.,  which  were  formerly  classed  with  books,  so  far  as  requiring 
notice  upon  copies  is  concerned. 

Such  original  maps  and  charts,  etc.,  may  and  usually  do  remain  in 
the  possession  of  the  original  makers,  and  there  is  no  necessity  of  any 
notice  upon  them,  but  the  copyright  is  invalid,  as  the  plaintiff  in 
error  insists,  unless  the  original  is  itself  inscribed  with  the  notice  of 
copyright. 

b.  Google 
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For  the  learned  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error  says : 
H  the  painting  or  like  article  Is  ripe  for  copyright,  It  Is  ripe  for  the  In- 
scription of  the  notice.    The  statute  reqalres  the  loserting  of  notice  In  published 
things  only  In  respect  to  published  editions  of  books.    The  term  "  published  " 
Is  not  used  In  connection  with  paintings,  statues,  and  the  like. 

But  the  sense  and  purpose  of  the  law  was  not  changed  by  this  lack 
of  verbal  accuracy,  and  we  think  while  the  construction  contended 
for  may  adhere  with  literal  accuracy  and  grammatical  exactness  to 
the  language  used,  it  does  violence  to  the  intent  of  Congress  in  pass- 
ing the  law,  and  that  the  requirement  of  "  inscription  upon  some 
visible  portion  thereof  "  should  be  read  in  connection  with  the  first 
part  of  the  sentence,  which  requires  notice  to  be  inserted  in  the  several 
copies  of  every  edition  published,  on  the  title  page  if  it  be  a  book, 
upon  some  visible  portion  of  the  copy  if  it  he  a  map,  chart,  painting, 
etc. 

As  we  have  said  in  the  beginning,  the  statute  is  not  clear.  But  read 
in  the  light  of  the  purpose  intended  to  be  effected  by  the  legislation, 
we  think  its  ambiguities  are  best  solved  by  the  constructions  here 
given,  and  that  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  made  no  error  in  this 
respect. 

Again,  it  is  contended  that  under  the  facts  stated  Werckmeister 
was  but  the  licensee  of  Sadler,  and  as  such  not  within  the  terms  of 
the  statute  (section  4952  as  amended  1891,  U.  S.  Compiled  Statutes, 
vol.  3,  p.  3460,)  which  is  as  follows: 

The  author.  Inventor,  designer  or  proprietor  of  any  book,  map,  chart,  dra- 
matic or  musical  composition,  engraving,  cut,  print  or  photograph  or  negative 
thereof,  or  of  a  painting,  drawing,  chromo,  statue,  statuary,  and  of  models  or 
designs  Intended  to  be  perfected  as  works  of  the  fine  arts,  and  the  executors,  ad- 
minlstrntors  or  assigns  of  any  such  person  shall,  upon  complying  with  the  pro- 
visions of  this  chapter,  have  the  sole  liberty  of  printing,  reprinting,  publishing, 
completing,  copying,  esccuting,  finishing  and  vending  the  same,  and,  in  the 
case  of  dramatic  composition,  of  public  performing  or  representing  it  or  cnus- 
Ing  It  to  be  performed  or  represented  by  others,  and  authors  or  their  assigns 
shall  have  the  escluelve  right  to  dramatize  and  translate  any  of  their  works 
for  which  copyright  shall  have  been  obtained  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States. 

But  we  think  the  transfer  in  this  case  accomplished  what  it  was 
evidently  intended  to  do,  a  complete  transfer  of  the  property  right 
of  copyright  existing  in  the  picture.  There  is  no  evidence  of  any 
intention  on  the  part  of  Sadler  to  retain  any  interest  in  this  copy- 
right after  the  sale  to  Werckmeister;  and  when  the  painting  was 
offered  for  sale  at  the  Koyal  Academy  it  was  with  a  reservation  of 
the  copyright. 

It  would  be  giving  an  entirely  too  narrow  construction  to  this  in- 
strument to  construe  it  to  be  a  mere  license  or  personal  privilege, 
leaving  all  other  rights  in  the  assignor.    That  it  was  the  purpose  of 
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the  parties  to  make  a  complete  transfer  is  shown  by  the  instrument 
executed  when  read  in  the  light  of  the  attendant  circumstances. 

In  this  connection  it  is  argued  that  under  the  statute  above  quoted 
(section  4952  as  amended  March  3,  1891)  an  author  cannot,  before 
publication,  assign  the  right  or  privilege  of  taking  a  copyright  inde- 
pendent of  the  transfer  of  the  copyrightable  thing  itself,  and  it  is 
contended  that  the  terms  author,  Inventor,  designer,  refer  to  the  orig- 
inator of  the  book,  map,  chart,  painting,  etc.,  and  that  the  term 
"  proprietor "  refers  to  the  person  who  has  a  copyrightable  thing 
made  for  him  under  such  circumstances  as  to  become  the  proprietor, 
as,  for  instance,  one  who  causes  a  digest  to  be  compiled  or  a  picture 
to  be  painted. 

But  we  think  this  statute  must  be  construed  in  view  of  the  character 
of  the  property  intended  to  be  protected.  That  it  was  intended  to 
give  the  right  of  copyright  to  others  than  the  author,  inventor  or 
designer  is  conclusively  shown  in  the  use  of  the  terms  "proprietor" 
and  "  assigns  "  in  the  statute. 

It  seems  clear  that  the  word  "  assigns  "  in  this  section  is  not  used 
as  descriptive  of  the  character  of  the  estate  which  the  "author,  in- 
ventor, designer  or  proprietor"  may  acquire  under  the  statute,  for 
the  "  assigns  "  of  any  such  person,  as  well  as  the  persons  themselves, 
may.  "  upon  complying  with  the  provisions  of  this  chapter,"  have  the 
sole  liberty  of  printing,  publishing,  and  vending  the  same.  This 
would  seem  to  demonstrate  the  intention  of  Congress  to  vest  in 
"assigns,"  before  copyright,  the  same  privilege  of  subsequently 
acquiring  complete  statutory  copyright  as  the  original  author, 
inventor,  designer,  or  proprietor  has.  Nor  do  we  think  this  result 
is  qualified  because  the  statute  gives  to  assigns,  together  with  the 
right  of  publishing,  vending,  etc.,  the  right  of  "  completing,  executing 
and  finishing"  the  subject  matter  of  copyri^t. 

And  a  strong  consideration  in  construing  this  statute  has  reference 
to  the  character  of  the  property  sought  to  be  protected.  It  is  not  the 
physical  thing  created,  but  the  right  of  printing,  publishing,  copying, 
etc.,  which  is  within  the  statutory  protection.  While  not  in  all 
respects  analogous  this  proposition  finds  illustration  in  Stephens  v. 
Cady  {14  How.,  .'(28.)  in  which  it  was  held,  where  the  copyright  or 
map  had  been  taken  out  under  the  act  of  Congress,  a  sale  upon  execu- 
tion of  the  copperplate  engraving  from  which  it  was  made  did  not 
pass  the  right  to  print  and  sell  copies  of  the  map.  Mr.  Justice  Nelson, 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Court  said : 

But  from  the  conslderaflou  we  iiave  Rhen  to  the  case,  we  are  Batlsfled  that 
the  property  Hoqiilrecl  by  the  sale  tn  Ihe  enicraved  plate,  and  the  copyright  of 
the  map  neciireil  to  Ihe  author  under  the  art  of  Consreas,  are  alto^ther  different 
and  Independent  of  each  other  and  have  no  oeceBsary  connection.  The  copy- 
right is  an  exclusive  right  to  the  multiplication  of  the  copies,  for  the  benefit  of 
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the  author  or  bis  aBstgns,  dUcoDnected  from  the  plate,  or  any  otber  phrslcal 
existence.  It  Is  an  iDcorporeal  right  to  print  and  public  the  map,  or,  as  said 
by  Lord  Mansfield  In  iltUar  v.  Taylor  (4  Burr  2396.)  "a  property  fa  notion, 
and  has  no  corporeal  tauglble  substance." 

And  the  same  doctrine  was  thus  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Curtis  in 
Stevens  v.  Gladding  (17  How.,  447) : 

And  upon  tbis  question  of  the  annexation  of  the  copyright  to  the  plate  It  la  to 
be  observed,  first,  that  there  Is  no  necessary  connection  between  tbem.  They 
are  distinct  snbjccts  of  pro])erty.  each  capable  of  existing,  and  being  owned  and 
transferred,  ludepeodent  of  tlie  other. 

While  it  is  true  that  the  property  in  copyright  in  this  country  is 
the  creation  of  statute,  the  nature  and  character  of  the  property 
grows  out  of  the  recognition  of  the  separate  ownership  of  the  right  of 
copying  from  that  which  inheres  in  the  mere  physical  control  of  the 
thing  itself,  and  the  statute  must  be  read  in  the  H^t  of  the  intention 
of  Congress  to  protect  this  intangible  right  as  a  reward  of  the  invent- 
ive genius  that  has  produced  the  work.  We  think  every  considera- 
tion of  the  nature  of  the  property  and  the  things  to  be  accomplished 
supports  the  conclusion  that  this  statute  means  to  give  to  the  assigns 
of  the  original  owner  of  the  right  to  copyright  an  article  the  right  to 
fake  out  the  copyright  -secured  by  the  statute,  independently  of  the 
ownership  of  the  article  itself. 

It  is  further  contended  that  the  exhibition  in  the  Royal  Gallery 
was  such  a  publication  of  the  painting  as  prevents  the  defendant  in 
error  from  having  the  benefit  of  the  copyright  act.  This  question 
has  been  dealt  with  in  a  number  of  cases,  and  the  result  of  the  authori- 
ties establishes,  we  think,  that  it  is  only  in  cases  where  what  is  known 
as  a  general  publication  is  shown,  as  distinguished  from  a  limited 
publication  under  conditions  which  exclude  the  presumption  that  it 
was  intended  to  be  dedicated  to  the  public,  that  the  owner  of  the  right 
of  copyright  is  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  the  statutory  provision. 

Considering  this  feature  of  the  case,  it  is  well  to  remember  that 
the  property  of  the  author  or  painter  in  his  intellectual  creation  is 
absolute  until  he  voluntarily  parts  wilh  the  same.  One  or  many  per- 
sons may  be  permitted  to  an  examination  under  circumstances  which 
show  no  intention  to  part  with  the  property  right,  and  it  will  remain 
unimpaired. 

The  subject  was  considered  and  the  cases  reviewed  in  the  analogous 
case  of  Werckmeister  v.  The  American  Lithographic  Company  (134 
Fed.,  321)  in  a  fidl  and  comprehensive  opinion  by  the  late  Circuit 
Judge  Townsend,  which  leaves  little  to  be  added  to  the  discussion. 

The  rule  is  thus  stated  in  Slater  on  the  Law  of  Copyri^t  and 
Trade-Mark  (p.  92:) 

It  Is  a  fuodameiital  rule  that  to  constitute  publication  there  must  be  such  a 
dlHsemlnatlon  of  the  work  of  art  Itself  among  the  public  as  to  juBtl^  the  belief 
that  it  took  place  with  the  Intention  of  roidering  such  work  common  property. 
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And  that  author  instances  as  one  of  the  occasions  that  does  not 
amount  to  a  general  publication  the  exhibition  of  a  ^ork  of  art  at  a 
public  exhibition  where  there  are  by-laws  against  copies,  or  where  it 
is  tacitly  understood  that  no  copying  shall  take  place,  and  the  public 
are  admitted  to  view  the  painting  on  the  implied  understanding  that 
no  improper  advantage  will  be  taken  of  the  privilege. 

We  think  this  doctrine  is  sound  and  the  result  of  the  best  consid- 
pred  cases.  In  this  case  it  appears  that  paintings  are  expressly  entered 
at  the  gallery  with  copyrights  reserved.  There  is  no  |>crmission  to 
copy;  on  the  other  hand,  officers  are  present  who  rigidly  enforce  the 
requirements  of  the  society  that  no  copying  shall  take  place. 

Starting  with  the  presumption  that  it  is  the  author "s  right  to  with- 
hold his  property,  or  only  yield  to  a  qualified  and  special  inspection 
which  shall  not  permit  the  public  to  acquire  rights  in  it.  we  think  the 
circumstances  of  this  exhibition  conclusively  show  that  it  was  the 
purpose  of  the  owner,  entirely  consistent  with  the  acts  done,  not  to 
permit  such  an  inspection  of  his  picture  as  would  throw  its  use  open 
to  the  public.  We  do  not  mean  to  say  that  the  public  exhibition  of  a 
painting  or  statue,  where  all  might  see  and  freely  copy  it.  might  not 
amount  to  publication  within  the  statnto,  regardless  of  the  artist's 
purpose  or  notice  of  reservation  of  rights  which  he  takes  no  measure 
to  protect.  But  such  is  not  the  present  case,  where  the  greatest  care 
was  taken  to  prevent  copying. 

It  is  next  objected  that  the  form  of  action  in  this  case  was  the  onli- 
nary  action  for  replevin  under  the  New  York  Code,  and  as  the 
plaintiff  did  not  have  the  right  of  property  or  possession  before  the 
l>eginning  of  this  action,  no  such  action  wonid  lie.  Whether  this 
action  was  the  one  in  the  nature  of  replevin  for  the  seizures  of  the 
plates  and  copies  indicated  in  the  case  of  BoIUk  v.  Outhirj  Compaiiy 
(175  U.  S.,  26fi)  WT?  do  not  find  it  necessary  to  determine.  After 
verdict,  and  upon  motion  for  a  new  trial,  plaintiff  in  error,  defendant 
below,  moved  to  set  aside  the  verdict 

on  the  ground  that  replevin  under  ttie  statutes  of  tbe  State  of  New  York  1h  not 
an  appropriate  remedy  or  a  lawful  and  lennl  remedy  for  takliiK  |ioBse«Rlon  of 
the  alleged  IncrimlnatiDg  sheets  or  pictnres,  anil  tbnt  tbe  prm-emllnea  taken  in 
that  t>ehalf  by  tbe  plaintiff  were  Illegal  and  tuvnlld.  anil  that  tbe  plaintiff 
cannot  avail  of  any  benelit  of  tbnt  proceedinE,  and  tbe  Inlrodiu-tlon  of  evidence 
of  tbe  replevin  preeeedlnga  wnB  an  error. 
The  motion  was  denied  and  exception  duly  taken. 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  admits  that  this  ques- 
tion was  not  formally  raised  until  the  defendant's  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  but  maintains  that  the  same  question  was  raised  by  the  objection 
to  admission  in  evidence  of  the  replevin  prweedings  by  the  marshal 
for  the  Western  and  Southern  Districts  of  New  York  resiKt-tixely. 

Examining  this  record,  it  is  perfectly  apparent  that  no  ()bjecfion 
was  made  tn  the  form  of  the  action   until  it  was  embodied  after 
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verdict,  in  the  motion  for  a  new  trial.  Upon  the  admissim  of  the 
writ  of  replevin,  addressed  to  the  marshal  of  the  Western  District 
of  New  York,  and  affidavit,  the  objection  stated  was 
on  the  ground  that  the  proceaa  of  Replevin  that  was  executed  by  tbe  manhal 
in  BuOTalo  was  an  InvanloD  of  defendant's  const Itntional  right,  was  en  unwar- 
rantable search,  and  llleKal  act,  and  nothing  done  nnder  It,  or  Information 
obtained  by  virtue  of  It,  can  be  used  In  evldoice  against  defoidant  under  the 
Fourth  and  Fifth  AmendmentB  of  the  United  States  CouBtltutlon. 

The  same  objection  was  made  when  the  writs  of  replevin,  affidavit 
and  return  were  offered  in  evidence  concerning  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York,  and  it  was  said: 

Defendant's  counsel  objects  on  the  same  (grounds  as  slated  to  tbe  Introduction 
of  the  stipulation,  namely,  that  the  papers  constitute  an  illegal  proceeding,  an 
invasion  of  the  defendant's  constitutional  right,  as  provided  by  tbe  Foortb  and 
Fifth  Amend  meats,  and  plalntlfT  cannot  avail  of  them  as  evidence  in  this  case, 
on  account  of  their  illegality. 

The  argument  which  followed,  could  it  be  assumed  to  broaden 
the  objection,  was  far  from  complaining  of  the  form  of  action  as 
such,  but  rested  ujion  the  Constitution  and  the  character  of  the  seiz- 
ure of  the  goods  of  which  it  was  maintained  the  plaintiff  was  Dot 
entitled  to  possession  until  after  a  judgment  of  forfeiture. 
-  The  record  shows  that  the  objection  to  the  form  of  the  remedy 
was  first  taken  in  any  adequate  way  upon  the  motion  for  a  new  trial 
when  it  was  too  late. 

In  conclusion,  it  was  suggested  rather  than  argued  that  the  constitu- 
tional rights  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  were  violated  by  the  seizure  of 
the  goods,  and  reference  was  made  to  the  Fourth  and  Fifth  Amend- 
ments. We  think  we  need  only  refer  in  this  connection  to  Adams  v. 
New  York  (192  U.  S.,  585-S97)  and  ffale  v.  ffenkel  (201  U.  S.,  43). 

Finding  no  error  in  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appealtt 
the  same  ia  affirmed. 


(Supreme  Court  ot  the  United  States.) 

Werckmeistbr  V.  American  Tobacco  Company. 

Decided  December  16,  1907. 

133  O.  G.,  217ft. 

CopYsiQHT — Action— Sectiok  49W.  Rbviseo  Statutks — StTir  to  Recoteb  Pen- 
alty Afteb  Jtjdombnt  of  Foantrruaa. 
After  Judgment  of  forfeiture  of  infringing  copies  of  a  copyrighted  paint- 
ing under  section  4965  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (U.  S.  Comp.  St.  1901,  p^ 
3414)  a  aeiuirate  action  cannot  be  maintained  to  recover  the  penalty  pre- 
scribed in  said  section  for  every  infringing  copy  of  tbe  copyrighted  {taint- 
ing found  in  the  infringer's  possession  or  sold  by  him,  since  such  sectloD 
contemplates  but  a  single  action  in  the  nature  of  replevin,  in  wlilch  may  be 
had  both  a  forfeiture  and  a  recovery  of  penalties. 
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Mr.  Antonio  Knauth  for  the  plaintift  in  error. 
Mr.  WUliam  A.  Jenner  for  the  defendant  in  error, 

Mr.  Justice  Day  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

This  case  was  argued  and  submitted  with  American  Tohacco  Com- 
pany V.  Werckmeister,  ante,  571 ;  133  O.  G.,  1433. 

The  present  action  was  brought  to  recover,  under  section  4965  of 
the  Copjri^t  Act  (3  U.  S.  Compiled  Stat.,  3414,)  the  penalties  of 
$10  each,  for  1,196  sheets  of  the  alleged  infringing  publications 
claimed  to  have  been  found  in  the  defendant's  possession  and  seized 
by  the  United  States  marshals,  under  the  two  writs  of  replevin 
described  in  that  suit. 

Plaintiff  in  error,  Werckmeister,  offered  in  evidence  the  judgment 
roll  in  the  former  suit,  with  the  pleadings  and  judgment,  and  also 
offered  in  evidence  the  writs  and  returns  of  the  marshals  for  the 
Southern  and  Western  Districts  of  New  York,  respectively,  showing 
seizures  of  203  copies  and  993  copies;  the  court  excluded  these  writs 
as  immaterial.  No  other  evidence  being  offered,  the  court  instructed 
the  jury  to  render  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  and  judgment  was 
afterwards  rendered  accordingly  upon  the  verdict.  {138  Fed.,  162.) 
On  writ  of  error  to  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  the  judgment  below 
was  affirmed,  (148  Fed.,  1022.)  and  this  writ  of  error  is  prosecuted" 
to  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals. 

TTiis  action  requires  the  construction  of  section  4965,  Revised  Stat- 
utes as  amended  (U.  S.  Compiled  Stat.,  v.  3,  p.  3414),  which  is  as 
follows : 

Sec.  4965.  If  any  person,  after  tbe  recording  of  tbe  title  of  nnj-  man,  cbtirt. 
dramatic  or  musical  composition,  print,  cut,  engraving,  or  pboti^rapli,  or 
'  cbromo,  or  of  the  description  of  any  painting,  drawing,  statue,  statuary,  or 
model  or  design  Intended  to  be  perfected  and  executed  as  a  work  of  tbe  flue 
arts,  as  proTlded  by  this  act.  sball,  witbin  the  term  limited,  contrary  to  the  pro- 
tIbIodb  of  this  act,  and  without  the  consent  of  tbe  proprietor  of  the  copyright 
flrst  obtained  In  writing,  signed  In  presence  of  two  or  more  wltnesBeB,  engrave, 
etcb,  work,  copy,  print,  publish,  dramatize,  translate  or  Import,  either  in  wboie 
or  in  part,  or  by  varying  the  main  design,  with  Intent  to  evade  the  law,  or, 
knowing  tbe  same  to  be  so  printed,  published,  dramatized,  translated,  or  im- 
ported, shall  Bell  or  expose  to  sale  any  copy  of  such  map  or  other  article,  as 
aforesaid,  he  shall  forfeit  to  tbe  proprietor  all  tbe  plates  on  which  tbe  same 
Bball  be  copied,  and  every  sbeet  thereof,  either  copied  or  printed,  and  shall 
further  forfeit  one  dollar  for  every  eheet  of  tbe  same  found  In  his  possession, 
either  printing,  printed,  copied,  published,  imported,  or  exposed  for  sale;  and 
in  caae  of  a  painting,  statue  or  Btatuary,  he  shall  forfeit  ten  dollars  for  every 
copy  of  tbe  same  In  bis  possession,  or  by  blm  sold  or  exposed  for  sale :  Pro- 
vided, however,  That  Id  case  of  any  such  Infringement  of  the  copyright  of  a 
photograpb  made  from  any  object  not  a  work  of  flue  arts,  the  sum  to  be  re- 
covered la  any  action  brought  under  tbe  provlslo'ns  of  this  scrtiou  shall  he 
not  less  than  one  hundred  dollars,  nor  more  than  Qve  thousand  dollars:  And. 
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provided  further,  That  in  case  of  an;  such  iDfrlngement  of  the  copyright  of  a 
imlntliig,  drawing,  statue,  engraving,  etching,  print  or  model  or  desigD  for  a 
worli  of  the  fine  arte  or  of  a  photograph  of  a  worlc  of  the  flne  arts,  the  sum  to 
be  recovered  In  any  action  brought  through  the  provisions  of  this  section  stiall 
be  not  less  than  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  and  not  more  than  ten  ttiousand 
dollars.  One  half  of  all  the  foregoing  penalties  shall  go  to  the  proprietors  of 
the  copyright  and  the  other  iialf  to  the  use  of  the  United  States. 

As  with  the  sections  of  the  Copyright  Act  under  consideration  in 
Tobacco  Company  v.  Werckmeister,  supra,  this  section  has  been  the 
subject  of  consideration  in  the  Federal  courts,  with  different  conclu- 
■sions  as  to  its  purport  and  meaning.  While  the  statute  provides  for 
the  forfeiture  of  the  plates  and  sheets  and  for  the  sum  of  $10  in  case 
of  a  painting,  for  every  copy  found  in  the  offending  person's  pos- 
session or  sold  by  him,  it  is  silent  as  to  the  kind  of  action  to  be 
brought,  and  we  are  left  to  discover  the  meaning  of  the  act  in  this 
respect  from  a  consideration  of  the  language  used,  read  in  the  light 
of  the  objects  and  purposes  to  be  effected. 

Obviously  the  statute  does  not  provide  a  proceeding  in  rem,  as  is 
sometimes  done  in  the  revenue  laws,  for  the  act  is  leveled  against  any 
person  who  shall,  contrary  to  its  provisions,  without  consent,  etc., 
engrave,  work,  copy,  print,  etc.,  forfeit  to  the  proprietor  the  plates 
and  sheets  and  a  sum  of  money  for  each  sheet,  etc.,  found  in  his  pos- 
session. This  section  of  the  statute  is  penal,  and  there  should  be 
especial  care  to  work  no  e.?tension  of  its  provisions  by  construction. 
Statutory  provisions  similar  to  those  above  cited  have  been  the  sub- 
ject of  consideration  in  a  number  of  cases  in  this  Court.  In  Backus 
V.  Gould,  (7  How.,  798,)  it  was  held  that  there  could  be  no  recovery 
for  publishing  sheets,  copyright  matter,  etc.,  unless  the  same  were 
found  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant.  In  Stevens  v.  Cadi/,  (2 
Curtis,  200;  Fed.  Cases  No.  13,395,)  Mr.  Justice  Curtis,  sitting  at  the 
circuit,  lield  there  could  be  no  accounting  for  the  penalties  in  an 
action  in  equity,  and  that  the  proprietor  of  the  copyright  was  left  by 
the  act  to  liis  remedy  at  law  by  trover  or  replevin.  In  Thornton  v. 
Schreiber,  (C.  D.,  1888,  261;  42  O-  G.,  1165;  124  U.  S.,  612,)  it  was 
held  that  action  would  not  lie  against  Thornton,  who  was  the  business 
manager  of  Sharplcss  &  Son,  of  Philadelphia,  in  whose  store  the 
prints  in  question  in  that  case  were  found,  and  in  speaking  for  the 
Court  Mr.  Justice  Miller,  who  delivered  the  opinion  in  that  case, 
said: 

Counsel  for  defendants  Id  error,  Scbreiber  &  Sons,  Insiet  that  the  words 
"  found  in  his  possession  "  are  to  be  construed  as  referring  to  the  finding  of  the 
Jury ;  that  the  expression  means  simply  that  where  the  sheets  are  ascertained 
by  the  finding  of  the  jnry  to  have  been  at  any  time  In  the  possession  of  the 
lierson  who  committed  the  wrongful  act,  such  person  aliall  forfeit  one  dollar 
for  each  sheet  so  ascertained  to  have  been  in  his  possession.  We,  however, 
tliink  that  tlie  word  "  found  "  menus  that  there  must  be  n  time  before  the  cause 
of  action  accrues  at  which  Ihey  are  found  iu  the  possession  of  the  defendants. 
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This  language  was  held  in  Falk  v,  Curtis  Pub.  Co.,  (102  Fed., 
9*i7,  971,)  affirmed  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Third 
Circuit  in  Falk  v.  Curtis  Pub.  Co.,  (107  Fed.,  128,)  to  mean  that 
before  the  action  for  the  penalty  would  lie  there  must  be  a  finding 
of  the  articles  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant  by  means  of  a 
proceeding  instituted  for  the  express  purpose  of  condemnation  and 
forfeiture,  and  that  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  at  the  same 
time  with  the  action  of  replevin  was  premature. 

In  the  case  of  BoUes  v.  The  Outing  Co.,  (77  Fed.,  966,)  Judge 
Wallace,  who  spoke  for  the  court  of  appeals  in  tliat  cas,e,  said  (p.  968;) 

The  Btatnte  is  apparently  framed  to  give  the  party  whose  copyright  has 
been  lUTaded  complete  relief  by  an  action  in  which  be  can  procure  a  con- 
demnation of  the  Infringing  sheeta,  and  at  the  same  time  recover,  by  way 
of  compensation,  a  penalty  for  every  sheet  which  he  Is  entitled  to  condemn. 
The  words  "  found  In  hla  jjoasesslon  "  aptly  refer  to  a  finding  for  the  puriKiaes 
of  forfeiture  and  condemnation.  The  remedy  by  condemnation  and  forfeiture  la 
only  appropriate  In  a  case  wbere  tbe  property  can  be  seized  upon  |>roce8s ;  and 
where,  as  here,  the  forfeiture  declared  Is  against  property  of  the  "olTender," 
it  Is  only  appropriate  wben  It  can  be  seized  In  his  hands.  The  section  con- 
templates two  remedies,  enforceable  in  a  single  suit,  eacb  of  which  depends 
upon  tbe  same  state  of  facts.  The  aggrieved  parly  may,  at  his  election, 
pursue  either  one  or  both  remedies.  But  It  does  not  ctrntemplate  a  recovery 
of  penalties,  ercept  in  respect  to  the  sheets  wblcb  can  be  condemne<1. 

And  in  BoUea  v.  The  Outing  Co.,  (175  U.  S.,  262,  206,)  this  Court, 
speaking  by  Mr.  Justice  Brown,  observed: 

No  remedy  Is  provided  by  tbe  act,  although  by  section  4970  a  bill  in  equity 
will  lie  for  an  Injunction,  but  the  provision  for  a  forfeiture  of  tbe  plates  and  of 
tbe  copies  seems  to  contemplate  an  action  in  tbe  nature  of  replevin  for  their 
seizure,  and  In  addition  to  tbe  conliscatlon  of  tbe  copies,  for  a  recovery  of  one 
4ol1ar  for  every  copy  so  seized  or  found  In  the  |)OBnesslon  of  the  defendant. 

And  in  that  case  the  view  expressed  in  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals  for  the  Second  Circuit  was  approved,  (175  U.  S.,  268,) 
ftnd  while  the  point  was  not  necessarily  involved,  we  think  the 
indication  in  BoU^^h  v.  The  Outing  Company,  that  a  single  action  in 
the  nature  of  replevin  for  tlie  recovery  of  plates  and  copies  and  a 
penalty  for  copies  found,  is  correct. 

We  agree  with  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Second  Cir- 
cuit that  the  language  in  Thornton  v.  Schrieber,  above  quoted,  was 
not  intended  to  indicate  that  an  action  declaring  the  forfeiture  was 
required  by  the  statute  before  the  adjudication  of  Ihe  articles  to  the 
plaintiff,  as  is  generally  necessary  in  actions  of  forfeiture,  {Cooley's 
Constitutional  Limitations,  518,)  but  that  the  true  construction  of 
the  statute,  and  the  one  intended  to  be  indicated  by  Mr.  Justice 
Miller,  is  that  before  the  penalty  can  be  recovered  it  is  necessary  that 
the  sheets  be  actually  found  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant.  As 
we  have  said,  this  section  of  the  statute  is  highly  penal  (Bolles  v. 
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The  Outiny  Co.,,  ««/»■«,)  and  there  is  nothing  in  its  terms  to  indicate 
that  the  offender  is  to  be  subjected  to  more  than  one  action;  on  the 
contrary,  the  provisions  of  tha  section  seem  to  point  clearly  to  the 
conclusion  that  when  the  offender  is  brou^t  into  court,  under  this 
section,  he  shall  forfeit  to  the  proprietor  the  plates  on  which  the 
articles  shall  be  copied  and  every  sheet  thereof,  whether  copied  or 
printed,  "and  shall  further  forfeit  one  dollar  for  every  sheet  of  the 
same  found  in  his  possession,  etc.,  and  in  case  of  a  painting,  eta,"  he 
shall  forfeit  ten  dollars  for  every  copy  of  the  same  in  his  possession, 
or  by  him  sold  or  exposed  for  sale. 

There  is  nothing  in  this  section  which  seems  to  contemplate  the 
method  of  procedure  pursued  in  this  case,  namely,  a  separate  action 
for  the  money  penalty,  upon  the  theory  that  it  arose  only  in  case  of 
actual  finding  and  judgment  of  condemnation,  but  the  statute  con- 
templates the  bringing  of  the  offender  into  court  in  one  suit,  in 
which  the  plutes  and  sheets  shall  be  seized  and  forfeited  and  the 
pwialty  recovered. 

If  it  had  been  the  intention  of  Congress  to  provide  two  actions,  one 
for  the  forfeiture  of  the  plates,  sheets,  etc.,  and  another  for  the  re- 
covery of  the  money  penalty,  it  would  have  been  easy  to  have  said  so. 
Likewise,  had  it  been  the  intention  of  Congress  to  permit  a  recovery 
for  the  money  penalty  only  after  judgment  of  forfeiture  had  gone 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  it  would  have  been  equally  as  easy  to  have 
made  such  provision. 

Until  Congress  shall  provide  otherwise,  and  this  section  might  well 
be  made  more  specific  as  to  the  nature  and  character  of  the  remedy 
given,  we  think  this  section  intended  to  provide,  in  a  single  action, 
all  the  remedy  which  is  within  its  scope,  and  that  to  construe  it  as  re- 
quiring two  actions  would  be  extending  a  penal  act  beyond  the  pro- 
visions incorporated  in  its  terms. 

In  reacliing  this  conclusion  we  have  not  overlooked  the  fact  that 
one-half  of  the  penalties  go  to  the  proprietors  of  the  copyright  and 
one-half  to  the  United  States,  There  is  no  requirement  that  the 
United  States  shall  be  a  party  to  the  action,  and  we  think  the  purpose 
of  the  statute  was  to  make  the  proprietor  of  the  copyright  account-, 
able  to  the  United  States  for  one-half  of  the  money  penalty  recovered. 

Upon  this  construction  of  the  statute  the  plaintiff  in  error  had  ex- 
hausted his  remedy  in  the  judgment  rendered  in  the  first  suit,  and  as 
the  action  is  wholly  statutory  and  no  second  action  is  given  as  we 
construe  the  act,  the  court  was  witliout  power  to  award  the  second 
judgment  in  the  separate  action  for  the  money  penalty,  and  the  cir- 
cuit court  properly  directed  the  verdict  for  the  defendant  below. 

The  judgment  of  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Second  Circuit  is  aifirmed.  ,-  t 
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(Bupreme  Court  of  the  United  Blatefl.l 

DoKNELL  V.  Herrino-Hall-Mahvin  Safe  Company  and  Halt,  Safe 
■     and  Lock  Company. 

Decided  February  S,  190S. 

134  O.  G-  1051. 

TKADE-MaBES — INPSIHGEMENT— XauE  OP  iNDnTDTJtl. 

Where  tbe  Hall'B  SaM  and  I>ock  Company,  a.  corporatioo,  the  stock  ot 
which  was  largely  owned  by  Joseph  I..  Hall,  tbe  founder  of  tbe  business, 
and  his  saas,  sold  all  Its  property  including  trade-marks,  trade-rights,  good- 
will, and  Its  bastneBB  as  a  going  concern  to  Another  company,  whicb  sntne- 
qnaitly  conveyed  sucb  rlgbts  to  the  Herring- Hall-Marvin  Safe  Company 
and  agreed  to  go  out  of  business,  which  it  did  wi'tb  the  assent  of  all  ItB 
stockholders,  such  transfer  did  not  preclude  the  sons  of  Joseph  L.  Hall 
from  subsequently  engaging  In  the  same  business  and  using  the  name  of 
Hall  as  a  part  of  the  corporate  name,  particularly  where  it  ts  shown  that 
the  purchasing  company  had  before  Its  mind  the  possibility  of  competition 
by  the  Halls  and  gave  the  measure  of  its  expectations  and  demands  by  per- 
sonal contracts  that  It  required,  wbicb  were  limited  la  time  and  scope  and 
were  discharged  Itefore  the  new  company  was  formed ;  but  such  name  must 
not  be  used  by  the  new  company  In  such  a  way  as  to  represent  that  It  Is 
the  successor  of  the  original  company,  or  that  Its  goods  are  the  product 
of  that  company  or  its  successors,  or  interfere  with  the  good-will  bought 
from  It 

Mr.  S.  S.  Gregory  and  Mr.  George  Peck  Merrick  for  tbe  petitioner. 
Mr.  Lavfrence  Maxwell,  Jr.,  and  Mr.  Charles  H.  Aldrich  for  the 
respondent. 

Mr.  Justice  Holmes  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

This  suit  was  brought  in  the  superior  court  of  Cook  County,  Illi- 
Qois,  by  the  Hall  Safe  and  Lock  Company  against  Uie  Heiring-Hall- 
Marvin  Safe  Company,  and  was  removed  by  the  latter-  to  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court.  The  bill  sought  to  enjoin  the  defendant  from 
representing  itself  to  be  the  successor  of  the  Hall  Safe  and  Lock 
Onnpany  and  otherwise,  as  need  not  be  stated  in  detail.  The  defend- 
ant answered,  denying  the  plaintiff's  right  and  setting  up  its  own. 
At  tbe  same  time  it  filed  a  cross-bill  to  which  it  made  the  petitioner 
Donnell,  the  president  of  the  plaintiff  company,  a  party,  and  by 
which  it  sought  to  enjoin  the  plaintiff  and  Donnell  from  carrying  on 
the  safe  business  under  any  name  of  which  the  word  Hall  is  a  part, 
or  marking  or  advertising  their  safes  with  any  such  name,  etc,  unless 
made  by  the  defendant  or  its  named  predecessors  in  business.  The 
bill  was  dismissed  by  the  circuit  court,  no  appeal  was  taken  and  it  is 
not  in  question  here.  On  the  ctoss-IhII  an  injunction  was  issued  as 
prayed  and  an  account  of  profits  ordered.  This  decree  was  affirmed 
by  tbe  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals.     (143  Fed.  Rep.,  231;  74  C.  C.  A., 
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301.)  Subsequently  an  injunction  was  granted  by  the  Circuit  Court 
of  Appeals  for  the  Sixth  Circuit,  but  in  much  more  limited  form, 
ufter  a  consideration  of  the  present  case.  (Ii6  Fed,  Bep.,  37;  V6 
C.  C.  A..  495.)    Later  still  a  certiorari  was  issued  by  this  Court. 

The  facts  are  as  follows:  About  sixty  years  ago  Joseph  L,  Hall 
started  a  business  of  constructing  safes,  and  in  time  attached  a  repu- 
tation to  his  name.  In  1867  he  and  his  partners  organized  an  Ohio 
corporation  by  the  name  of  Hail's  Safe  and  Lock  Company,  which 
went  on  with  the  business.  (This  was  not  the  plaintiff,  which  is  an 
Illinois  corporation  of  much  later  date.)  Hall  was  the  president,  a 
part  or  the  whole  of  the  time,  until  he  died  in  1889.  He  owned  the 
greater  part  of  the  stock  and  his  children  the  rest.  In  1892  the  Ohio 
company  sold  all  its  property,  including  trade-marks,  trade-rights 
and  good-will,  and  its  business  as  a  going  concern  to  parties  who  con- 
veyed on  the  same  day  to  the  Hcrring-Hall-Marvin  Company.  Sub- 
sequently this  company's  property  was  sold  to  the  Herring-Hall-Mar- 
vin Safe  Company,  the  party  to  this  suit.  In  its  conveyance  the  Ohio 
company  agreed  to  go  out  of  business  and  get  woimd  up,  which  it 
did  with  the  assent,  it  may  be  assumed,  of  all  the  stockholders.  The 
stock  belonged  to  the  Hall  family  and  connections,  and  they,  of 
course,  ultimately  received  the  consideration  of  the  sale.  A  part  con- 
sisted of  stock  in  the  new  company,  which  was  distributed  to  them 
at  once,  and  a  part  was  money  paid  to  the  selling  company  about  to 
be  dissolved.  By  election  and  under  a  contract  made  on  the  day  of 
the  sale  Edward  C.  Hall,  a  son  of  the  founder,  became  president  of 
the  purchasing  corporation,  the  contract  reciting  that  it  was  made  as 
part  of  the  inducement  to  the  purchase,  and  he  agreeing  in  it  to  hold 
the  office  until  May  2,  1897,  to  devote  all  his  time  to  the  interests  of 
the  corporation,  and,  so  long  as  it  might  desire  to  retain  his  services 
as  stipulated,  not  to  engage  in  any  competing  busine.ss  east  of  the 
Mississippi  River.  Another  son  became  treasurer  under  a  nearly  sim- 
ilar contract,  and  a  aon-in-law  secretary. 

Both  sons  resigned  and  left  the  service  of  the  corporation  August 
1,  1896,  and  both  were  released,  in  writing,  from  their  obligations 
under  their  contract.  The  next  month  the  sons  organized  an  Ohio 
corporation,  under  the  name  of  Hall's  Safe  Company,  which  is  party 
to  the  litigation  in  the  sixth  circuit,  but  is  not  a  party  here.  The 
petitioner  Donnell  had  been  a  selling  agent  of  the  original  company, 
and  afterwards  of  the  company  that  bought  it  out.  having  a  place  in 
Chicago,  with  a  large  sign,  "  Hall's  Safes,"  on  the  front.  In  1898  he, 
with  others,  organized  the  plaintiff.  Hall  Safe  and  Lock  Company, 
the  name  differing  from  that  of  the  original  corporation  only  by  not 
using  the  possessive  case.  This  company  does  business  in  the  peti- 
tioner's old  place,  with  the  old  sign,  and  sells  the  safes  of  the  present 
Ohio  corporation  as  Hall's  safes.    It  has  accepted  a  decree  forbid- 
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ding  it  to  go  on  under  the  alrove  name.  The  question  before  us  is 
upon  the  scope  of  the  injunction  finally  issued,  as  we  have  stated, 
upon  the  cross-bill.  That  the  petitioner  contends  is  too  broad,  wliile 
the  Herring- Hall-Marvin  Safe  Company  contends  that  as  against 
the  Hall  family  and  any  one  selling  their  safes  or  standing  in  their 
shoes  it  has  the  sole  right  to  the  very  valuable  name  Hall  upon  or 
for  the  sale  of  safes. 

It  no  longer  is  disputed  that  the  Herring-Hall-Marvin  Safe  Com- 
pany is  the  successor  of  the  original  Hall's  Safe  and  Lock  Company, 
or  that  it  has  the  right  to  use  the  word  "  Hall."  But  it  is  denied 
that  it  has  the  exclusive  right.  The  name  does  not  designate  a  specific 
kind  of  safe,  and  yet  may  be  assumed  to  have  commercial  vahie  as  an 
advertisement  even  when  divorced  from  the  notion  of  succession  in 
business,-i-a  sort  of  general  good-will,  owing  to  its  long  association 
with  superior  work.  So  far  as  it  may  be  used  to  convey  the  fact  of  suc- 
cession it  belongs,  of  course,  to  the  Herring-Hall-Marvin  Safe  Com- 
pany, and  the  narrower  decree,  made  in  the  sixth  circuit,  was  in- 
tended to  prevent  the  present  Ohio  company  from  using  any  name  or 
mark  indicating  that  it  is  the  successor  of  the  original  company,  or 
that  its  goods  are  the  product  of  that  company  or  its  successor,  or 
interfering  witli  the  good-will  bought  from  it.  But,  as  we  have  said, 
we  presume  that  the  word  may  have  value,  even  when  that  idea  is 
excluded,  and  when  there  is  no  interference  with  the  good-will  or 
the  trade- name  sold. 

The  good-will  sold  was  that  of  Hall's  Safe  and  Lock  Company. 
There  is  nothing  to  show  that  while  that  company  wa.s  going  the 
sons  of  Joseph  L.  Hall  could  not  have  set  up  in  business  as  safe- 
makers  under  their  own  name  and  could  not  have  called  their  safes 
by  their  own  name,  subject  only  to  the  duty  not  to  mislead  the^ public 
into  supposing  when  it  bought  from  them  that  it  was  buying  their 
father's  safes.  Therefore  it  could  not  be  contended  that  merely  by  a 
sale  the  father's  company  could  confer  greater  rights  than  it  had. 
But  it  was  said  that  if  a  partnership  had  sold  out  by  a  conveyance  in 
like  terms  the  members  would  liave  given  up  the  right  to  use  their 
own  names  if  they  appeared  in  the  firm-name,  that  in  this  case  the 
Halls  received  the  consideration  for  the  good-will  they  had  attached 
to  their  name,  that  they  ratified  the  sale  and  necessarily  assented  to 
it,  since  otherwise  the  corporation  could  not  have  sold  its  property 
or  have  carried  out  its  agreement  to  dissolve,  and  that  under  such 
circumstances  a  court  ought  to  look  through  the  corporation  to  the 
men  behind  it. 

Philosophy  may  have  gained  by  the  attempts  in  recent  years  to 
look  through  the  fiction  to  the  fact  and  to  generalize  corporations, 
partnerships  and  other  groups  into  a  single  conception.    But  to  gen- 
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eralize  is  to  omit,  and  in  this  instance  to  omit  one  characteristic  of 
the  complete  corporation,  as  called  into  being  under  modem  statutes, 
that  is  most  important  in  business  and  law.  A  leading  purpose  of 
such  statutes  and  of  those  who  act  under  them  is  to  interpose  a  non- 
conductor, through  which  in  matters  of  contract  it  is  impossible  to 
see  the  men  behind.  However  it  might  he  with  a  partnership, 
(Rumia  Cement  Co.  v.  Le  Page,  147  Mass.,  206,  211,)  when  this  cor- 
poration sold  its  rights  everybody  had  notice  and  knew  in  fact  that 
it  was  not  selling  the  rights  personal  to  its  members,  even  if.  as 
always,  they  really  received  the  consideration,  or,  as  usual,  they  all 
assented  to  its  act.  That  it  contracted  for  such  assent,  if  it  did,  by  its 
undertaking  to  dissolve,  does  not  make  the  contract  theirs.  But 
the  case  does  not  stop  there.  The  purchasing  company  had  the 
possibility  of  competition  from  the  Halls  before  its  mind  and  gave 
the  measure  of  its  expectations  and  demands  by  the  personal  con- 
tracts that  it  required.  Those  contracts  were  limited  in  time  and 
scope  and  have  been  discharged. 

A  further  argument  was  based  on  the  confusion  produced  by  the 
petitioner  through  his  use  of  signs  and  advertisements  calculated  to 
make  the  public  think  that  his  concern  was  the  successor  of  the  first 
corporation  and  otherwise  to  mislead.  This  confusion  must  be 
stopped,  so  far  as  it  has  not  been  by  the  decree  in  force,  and  it  will 
1)6.  But  it  is  no  sufficient  reason  for  taking  from  the  Halls  the  right 
to  continue  the  business  to  which  they  were  bred  and  to  use  their  own 
name  in  doing  so.  An  injunction  against  using  any  name,  mark  or 
advertisement  indicating  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  successor  of  the 
original  company,  or  that  its  goods  are  the  product  of  that  company 
or  its  successors,  or  interfering  with  the  good-will  bought  from  it, 
will  protect  the  right  of  the  Herring-Hall-Marvin  Safe  Company, 
and  is  all  that  it  is  entitled  to  demand.  (See-^mre  Scale  Co.  v, 
Wyckoff,  Seamam  d-  Benedict,  C.  D.,  1905,  7l7;  116  O.  G.,  29fl;  198 
U.  S.,  118;  Singer  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  June  Manufacturing  Co., 
C.  D.,  IStm,  G87;  75  O.  G.,  1703;  103  U.  S.,  169.) 

Decree  reversed. 


[Supreme  Conrt  o[  the  Cnlted  Btates!] 
Hehrino-Hall-Marvin  Safe  Co.  v.  Hall's  Safe  Co, 

Dc(Mcd  February  2i.  1908. 
134   O.   G..   1053. 

Trise-Mases — iNFSinoBMENT— Name  OF  Inditidual. 

Tbe  Hall's  Sate  ond  I»ck  Coffipaoy,  a  corporation,  the  ttock  of  wbich 

waa  liirgely  owned  by  Joseph  L.  Hall,  the  founder  of  tlie  busloera,  and  bis 
sons,  sold  all  Its  property  Iticliming  tra de-ma rka.  trade- rigbts,  good-wfll, 
and  Us  business  ne  a  going  coiicetm  to  another  company,  which  subsequently 
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conveyed  auch  rigbts  to  tbe  HeFFlne-Hall-Marvln  Safe  Compan;  aod  ogreed 
to  go  out  of  business,  which  It  did  witb  tbe  asaeut  of  all  Its  stockboldere. 
Tbereafter  the  sons  formed  another  corporation  under  tbe  name  "  Hall's 
Safe  Co."  and  begun  the  manufacture  of  tbe  same  class  of  goods.  Held 
that  while  the  Halls  had  a  rigbt  to  engage  In  tbe  same  business  after  such 
tmnsfer,  the  use  of  tbe  name  selected  would  of  Itself  deceive  unless  ex- 
plained, and  that  tbe  company  purcbaslng  the  rights  of  the  original  com- 
iwnj  was  entitled  to  an  injuncticin  forbidding  tbe  use  of  tbe  name  Hall, 
either  alone  or  In  comblnutioii,  iu  corporate  name,  on  safes,  or  in  adver- 
UaementB,  unleBs  accompanied  by  information  that  the  defendant  Is  not 
the  original  Hall's  Safe  and  T/xV  Company  or  Its  successor,  or,  as  the  case 
may  be,  that  tbe  article  Is  not  the  product  of  the  last-named  eompnuy  or 
Its  tncceSBOrs. 

Mr.  Lawrence  MaxweU,  Jr.,  and  Mr.  Charles  H.  Aldrich  for  the 
petitioner, 

Mr.  Judson  Harmon  and  Mr.  W.  C.  Cochran  for  the  respondents. 

Mr.  Justice  Holmes  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

This  is  the  suit  referred  to  in  Donnell  v.  Herrinff-HaU- Marvin  Safe 
Company,  ante,  587 ;  134  O.  G.,  1050.  It  was  brought  by  tlie  peti- 
tioner against  the  respondents  to  enjoin  them  from  carrying  on  their 
business  under  their  present  name  or  any  name  calculated  to  make 
purchasers  believe  that  they  are  dealing  with  the  entablishment 
founded  by  Joseph  L.  Hall,  or  with  the  plaintiff,  and  also  to  enjoin 
them  from  advertising  or  marking  their  product  as  Hall's  Safes.  The 
facts  are  stated  in  the  case  referred  to.  In  brief,  the  petitioner  is  the 
successor  by  purchase  to  the  business  of  Hall's  Safe  and  Lock  Com- 
pany, an  Ohio  corporation  founded  by  Joseph  L.  Hall,  a  safe-maker 
of  repute,  the  stock  of  which  belonged  to  his  estate  and  his  children. 
The  respondents  are  sons  of  Joseph  L.  Hall  and  an  Ohio  corporation 
formed  by  them  in  September,  1896,  immediately  after  they  were 
discharged  from  their  contracts  with  the  purchasing  company.  It 
has  been  decided  that  the  Halls  did  not  give  up  the  right  to  do  busi- 
ness in  their  own  name  by  the  part  they  took  when  the  original  com- 
pany sold  out,  and  that  the  petitioner  has  the  right,  but  not  the  ex- 
clusive right,  to  use  the  name  Hall.  Its  rights  arise  by  way  of 
succession,  out  of  the  priority  of  the  original  company,  not  out  of 
contract.  This  case  requires  us  to  discuss  a  little  further  what  the 
respective  rights  of  the  parties  are.  The  decision  below  is  to  be 
found  in  146  Fed.  Rep.,  37,  and  76  C.  C.  A.,  495. 

We  think  it  clear,  as  was  conceded  in  the  other  case,  that  the 
plaintiff  got  all  the  grantable  rights  of  the  ori^nal  company,  includ- 
ing that  of  using  the  name  Hall,  It  is  true  that  trade-names  were 
not  mentioned  in  the  deed,  but  its  language  was  broad  enough  to  in- 
clude them.  The  deed,  along  with  the  plant,  patterns,  stock  of  safes, 
accounts,    papers,    etc.,    conveys    all    "  trade-marks,    patent-rights, 
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trade-ri^ts,  good-will,  and  all  its  property  and  assets  of  every  name 
and  nature,"  and  agrees  that  the  business  is  "  taken  over  in  all 
respects  as  a  going  concern."  If  a  particular  phrase  is  needed  in 
addition  to  the  general  language  and  the  nature  of  the  transaction, 
"trade  rights"  will  do  well  enough.  The  name  Hall  was  used  and 
was  expected  to  be  used  as  a  part  of  the  name  of  the  first  purchas- 
ing company,  the  Herring-Hall-Marvin  Company.  There  was  a 
stipulation  in  the  deed  that  the  seller  should  be  wound  up,  but  that, 
far  from  being,  as  was  argued,  a  provision  in  favor  of  the  seller  to 
avoid  the  use  of  its  name  by  the  purchaser,  was  a  covenant  to  the 
purchaser  in  aid  of  the  seller's  undertaking  not  to  engage  in  any 
business  thereafter.  The  Hall  Safe  and  Lock  Company  expressly 
and  in  reiterated  terms  sold  all  its  property  and  assets  of  every 
description  as  a  going  concern,  agreed  to  disappear  and  disappeared. 
It  had  no  reason  for  retaining  any  right  and  retained  none,  except 
the  right  to  be  paid.  The  circumstances  of  the  case  raise  none  of 
the  nice  questions  that  sometimes  have  arisen  as  to  when  the  name 
is  sold  along  with  the  other  assets.  It  may  be  that,  although  the  deed 
conveyed  all  that  it  could  convey,  the  plaintiff  could  not  use  the  cor- 
porate name  proper  of  the  original  cor|>oration,  because  that  is  a 
charter  right,  and  could  not  be  exercised  without  the  consent  of  the 
legislature.  {Montreal  Lithographing  Co.  v.  Sahiaton,  [1899]  A.  C, 
610.)  But  that  is  not  what  it  wants  to  do.  It  only  wants  so  far  as 
it  may  to  appi-opriate  the  name  Hall  for  its  safes. 

The  original  company,  from  1867  to  1892,  was  attaching  to  Hall's 
safes  the  reputation  that  made  the  name  famous  and  desired.  ^Vho- 
ever  achieved  it  did  so  through  the  medium  of  the  company.  The 
good-will  thus  gained  belonged  to  the  company,  and  was  sold  by  it, 
with  all  its  rights,  when  it  sold  out.  (See  Le  Page  Co.  v.  Russia 
Cement  Co.,  51  Fed.  Rep.,  941,  9i3.)  So  that  the  question  is  nar- 
rowed to  what  its  rights  would  have  been  at  the  present  day  if  it 
had  kept  on.  The  advantage  which  it  would  have  had,  and  to  which 
the  petitioner  has  succeeded,  is  that  of  having  been  first  and  alone  for 
so  long  in  the  field.  Some  of  the  Halls  might  have  left  it  and  set  up 
for  themselves.  They  might  have  competed  with  it,  they  might  have 
called  attention  to  the  fact  that  they  were  the  sons  of  the  man  who 
started  the  business,  they  might  have  claimed  their  due  share,  if  any, 
of  the  merit  in  making  Hall's  safes  what  they  were.  {White  v. 
Trowbridge,  210  Penn.  Stat.,  11,  18,  22.)  But  they  would  have  been 
at  the  disadvantage  that  some  names  and  phrases,  otherwise  truth- 
ful and  natural  to  use,  would  convey  to  the  public  the  notion  that 
they  were  continuing  the  business  done  by  the  company,  or  that  they 
were  in  some  privity  with  the  established  manufacture  of  safes  which 
the  public  already  knew  and  liked.  To  convey  that  notion  would  he 
a  fraud,  and  would  have  to  be  stopped.    Therefore  such  names  and 
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phrases  could  be  used  only  if  so  explained  that  thej  would  not 
deceive. 

The  principle  of  the  duty  to  explain  is  recognized  in  Howe  Scale 
Co.  V.  Wyckoff,  Seamans  t&  Bemdict,  (C.  D.,  1905,  717;  116  O.  Cx., 
299;  198  U.  S.,  118.)  It  is  not  confined  to  words  that  can  be  made  a 
trade-mark  in  a  full  sense.  The  name  of  a  person  or  a  town  may 
have  become  so  associated  with  a  particular  product  that  the  mere 
attaching  of  that  name  to  a  similar  product  without  more  would 
have  all  effect  of  a  falsehood.  {Walter  Baker  o&  Co,  v.  Slack,  130 
Fed.  Eep.,  514.)  An  absolute  prohibition  against  using  the  name 
would  carry  trade-marks  too  far.  Therefore  the  rights  of  the  two 
parties  have  been  reconciled  by  allowing  the  use,  provided  that  an 
explanation  is  attached.  {Singer  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  June  Mann- 
faetuHng  Co.,  C.  D.,  1896, 687 ;  75  O.  G.,  1703 ;  163  U.  S.,  169, 200, 204 ; 
Brinsmead  v.  Brijiemead.  13  Times  L.  R.,  3;  Reddaway  v.  Banham, 
[1896,]  A.  C,  199,  210,222;  AmeHcan  WaWtam  Watr-h  Co.  v.  United 
States  Watch  Co.,  173  Mass.,  85,  87;  Dodge  Stationery  Co.  v.  Dodge, 
145  Cal.,  380.)  Of  course  the  explanation  must  accompany  the 
use,  so  as  to  give  the  antidote  with  the  bane. 

We  must  assume  that  the  name  Hall  in  connection  with  safes  has 
acquired  this  kind  of  significance.  This,  or  very  nearly  this,  is  al- 
leged by  the  answer  and  must  have  been  the  finding  of  the  courts  be- 
low. It  was  suggested  that  really  the  value  of  the  name  was  due 
to  the  use  of  patents  that  have  run  out.  But  we  think  it  appears 
that  the  meaning  of  the  name  is  not  confined  to  the  use  of  Hall's 
patents,  and  further,  has  had  a  particular  succession  of  makers  so 
associated  with  it  that  the  principle  of  the  injunction  granted  is 
right.  The  defendants  say  that  they  have  corrected  advertisements, 
and  so  forth,  that  might  be  deemed  fraudulent,  when  called  to  their 
attention.  But  the  name  of  the  defendant  company  of  itself  would 
deceive  unless  explained.  It  may  have  repented  but  it  has  trans- 
gressed, and  it  even  now  asserts  rights  greater  than  we  think  it  has. 
Therefore  the  injunction  must  stand. 

We  are  not  disposed  to  make  a  decree  against  the  Halls  personally. 
That  against  the  company  should  be  more  specific.  It  should  forbid 
the  use  of  the  name  Hall,  either  alone  or  in  combination,  in  corporate 
names,  on  safes,  or  in  advertisements,  unless  accompanied  by  infor- 
mation that  the  defendant  is  not  the  original  Hall's  Safe  and  Lock 
Company  or  its  successor,  or,  as  the  case  may  be,  that  the  article  is 
not  the  product  of  the  last-named  company  or  its  successors.  With 
such  explanations  the  defendants  may  use  the  Halls  name,  and  if  it 
likes  may  show  that  they  are  sons  of  the  first  Hall  and  brought  up 
in  their  business  by  him,  and  otherwise  may  state  the  facts. 

There  is  a  cross-bill  seeking  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  making 
use  of  the  names  Hall's  Safe  and  Lock  Company,  HalPs  safe,  etc., 
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but  it  does  not  need  separate  consideration.    The  defendant  shows 
nothing  of  which  it  can  complain  or  which  should  bar  the  plaintiff 
from  its  relief.    The  portion  of  the  decree  dismissing  the  ctosB-bill 
is  affirmed. 
Decree  modified  arid  affrmed. 


[euprem»  Court  of  the  United  States.) 

Continental  Paper  Bag  Ck)MFANY  v.  Eastern  Paper  Bao  Compant. 

Decided  June  1.  1908. 

136  O.  G..  1207. 

1.  INFBINGEUENT— EQDITALENT8 — R&HOE  DEPWIBB   LpoM  NatUBE  OF  [HVERTIOM. 

Tbe  range  of  equivalents  depends  upon  tbe  extent  and  nature  of  tbe  !□- 
ventlon.  If  the  invention  la  broad  and  primary  lu  its  character,  tbe  range 
of  equlvaleute  will  be  correspondingly  broad  under  tbe  liberal  construction 
wblcb  the  courts  givo  to  such  inventions. 

2.  CoNSTRtJCTiON  OF  Claims — Limitation  bt  Desctbiftion. 

An  inventor  must  describe  wbat  he  concelvee  to  t>e  the  l>est  mode  of 
constructing  bis  invention ;  but  he  Is  not  coiiflaed  to  that  it  Ua  claims  are 
broad,  particularly  where  be  states  In  bis  epeciBcatlon  tbat  means  other 
than  the  means  shown  may  be  employed. 

3.  Same—"  Means  "  fob  Pebfobmirg  Cebtain  Fumctions. 

The  following  claim :  "  In  a  paper-bag  machine,  the  combination  of  a 
rotating  cylinder  provided  witb  one  or  more  pairs  of  side-forming  flngere 
adapted  to  t>e  moved  toward  or  from  each  other,  a  forming-plate  also 
provided  with  side-forming  fingers  adapted  to  be  moved  toward  or  fn»n 
each  otber,  means  for  operating  said  fingers  at  definite  times  during  tbe 
formative  iictlon  upon  the  bag-tube,  operating  means  for  tbe  forming-plate 
adapted  to  cause  tbe  said  plate  to  oscillate  about  Its  rear  edge  upon  the 
surfflce  of  the  cylinder  during  tbe  rotary  movement  of  said  cylinder,  the 
whole  operating  for  the  purpose  of  opening  and  forming  the  bottom  of 
tbe  bsg-tube,  and  means  to  move  the  bag-tube  with  tbe  cylinder,"  Held  not 
merely  for  the  functloii  of  the  machine,  but  for  niecbaolcal  means  to  bring 
into  worlilng  relation  tbe  folding- pi  ate  and  cylinder. 

4.  Injunction — Effect  of  Non-Use  ok  PATENrED  Invbntior, 

The  non-use  of  a  patented  invention  by  the  owner  of  tbe  patent  occa- 
sioned by  a  desire  to  save  the  expense  Incident  to  ctaanglag  from  an  old 
type  of  machine  to  the  patented  device  Is  not  so  unreasonable  as  to  warrant 
a  court  in  refuging  injunctive  relief  during  tlie  latter  part  of  tbe  term  of 
the  patent,  there  being  no  question  of  a  dlmlnlsbed  supply  of  the  product 
of  such  mncliiue  or  of  an  Increase  of  prices. 

5.  Cebtiobari — Review  of  Facts. 

Tbe  concurrent  finding  of  a  circuit  court  and  circuit  court  of  appeals 
on  questions  of  fact  will  not  be  disturbed  by  tbe  Federal  Supreme  Court 
on  certiorari  unless  clearly  erroneous. 

On  Writ  of  Certiorari  to  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Ap- 
peals for  the  First  Circuit.  , ,  C.OO'^lc 
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Mr.  Albert  H.  M'alker  for  the  petitioner. 

Mr,  Samuel  B,  Beita  and  Mr.  Francis  T.  Chambers  for  the  re- 
spondent. 

STATEMENT   OF  THE   CASE. 

This  is  a  bill  iii  equity  to  restrain  the  infringement  of  IjCtters 
Patent  No.  558,969,  April  28,  1896,  issued  to  William  Liddell  for  an 
improvement  in  paper-bag  machines  for  making  what  are  designated 
in  the  trade  as  self-opening  square  bags.  The  claims  in  stiit  do  not 
include  mechanism  for  making  a  complete  bag,  but  only  mechanism 
for  distending  one  end  of  a  tucked  or  bellows- folded  paper  tube  made 
by  other  mechanism,  and  folding  it  down  into  a  form  known  in  the 
art  as  the  "  diamond  fold."  This  fold  is  flattened  and  pasted  by 
other  niechanism  and  forms  a  square  bottom  to  the  bag. 

The  bill  is  in  the  usual  form  and  alleges  infringement  of  the  claims 
by  the  Continental  Paper  Bag  Company,  hereafter  called  the  Conti- 
nental Company,  and  prays  for  an  accounting  and  an  injunction. 

The  answer  interposed  the  defense  of  non-jurisdiction  of  a  court 
of  equity,  non-infringement  of  the  Liddell  patent  by  defendant  (Con- 
tinental Company)  and  want  of  invention. 

The  allegation  of  the  answer  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
is  as  follows : 

The  defendHHt  says,  on  information,  advice  and  belief,  that  a  conrt  of  equity 
has  no  Jurisdiction  to  grant  any  prayer  of  the  bill  of  complaint,  even  If  the 
said  I.lddell  iiatcDt,  No.  .ViS.SlflO,  were  vnlld,  and  even  If  the  defendant's  paper- 
bag  machlneB  were  to  be  held  to  Infringe  that  patent,  because  tbe  said  patent. 
No.  558,068,  Is  a  mere  paper  propoHltloo  which  the  complainant  bas  never  put 
Into  effect  or  use,  and  because  it  1b  contrary  to  equity  to  suppress  a  useful 
and  establlsbed  business,  like  that  which  the  defendant  Is  prose^^utlng  with  Its 
paper-bag  machines,  at  tbe  request  of  a  complalDant  which  slmplj'  owns  one 
paper-bag  machine  patent  -that  hae  never  been  pniployed  by  that  complainant 
In  any  way  in  any  paiier-bag  machinery,  and  t>ecause  the  complainant  In  tlila 
case  has  a  plain,  adequate,  and  complete  remedy  at  law  (or  any  Infringemeut 
wblch  may  have  been  done  upon  Liddell  letters  Patent,  No.  5,58,969. 

The  circuit  court  adjudged  the  patent  valid  as  to  the  first,  second 
and  seventh  claims  thereof;  that  the  Eastern  Paper  Bag  Company 
was  the  owner  of  tlie  Letters  Patent;  that  Liddell  was  the  original 
and  first  inventor  of  the  improvements  described  in  the  claims,  and 
that  the  Continental  Company  had  infringed  the  same.  It  was  also 
adjudged  that  the  Eastern  Company  recover  of  the  Continental  Com- 
pany the  profit  the  latter  had  made  or  received  by  the  infringement. 
An  account  was  ordered  and  a  perpetual  injunction  decreed,  {142 
Fed,,  479.)  The  decree  was  affirmed  by  the  circuit  court  of  appeals. 
(150  Fed.,  741.)     This  certiorari  was  then  granted, 

Mr.  Justice  McKenna  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 

The  defense  of  want  of  invention  in  the  Liddell  machine  is  not 
urged  here,  because  it  is  said  that  the  decision  of  that  question  de- 
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petids  upon  mechanical  comparisons,  too  immerous  and  complicated 
to  be  conveniently  made  by  a  bench  of  judges,  and  because,  though 
the  Liddell  patent  approaches  clotiely  the  prior  art,  it  "perhaps 
covers  a  margin  of  differentiation  sufficient,  though  barely  sufficient, 
to  constitute  invention," 

The  two  questions,  therefore,  which  remain  for  decision  are  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  and  the  question  of  infringement.  We  will 
consider  the  latter  question  first.  It  does  not  depend,  counsel  for  the 
Continental  Company  says — 

li|)on  any  issue  of  fact,  but  does  depend,  as  questions  of  infringement— 
sometimes  do,  upon  a  "  point  of    law."     This   point  of   law,  it    is 
further  said,  has  been  formulated    in  a  decision  of    this  Court  as 
follows : 

Where  the  iialent  does  not  embody  a  itrimnry  Inventlou,  but  only  an  [iu[>rore- 
luent  on  the  prior  art,  and  defendant's  machines  can  1>e  differentiated,  tlie 
charge  of  infringement  Is  not  sustained. 

Counsel  for  respondent  do  not  contend  that  the  Liddell  invention 
is  primary  within  the  definition  given  of  that  term  by  petitioner. 
Their  concession  is  that  it  is— 


not  biisic  In  the  sense  of  covering  the  first  machine  ever  iiroduced  to  make 
self-o|)enlng  square  bags  by  machinery. 

They  do  contend,  however,  that  it  is  one  of  high  rank,  and  if  it  be 
given  a — 

fair  construction  and  scope,  no  matter  whether  we  call  it  basic,  primary  or 
broad,  or  even  merely  entitled  to  be  construed  as  covering  obvious  mechanicn] 
equivalents,  the  question  of  Infringement  of  the  claims  in  suit  by  petitioner's 
machine  becomes  mechinilcally,  and  from  a  patent-law  standpaint,  a  simple 
one,  In  spite  of  slight  differences  of  oi>eration,  and  of  reversal  of  some  of  the 
moving  parts. 

The  lower  courts  did  not  designate  the  invention  as  either  primary 
or  secondary.  They  did,  however,  as  we  shall  presently  see,  decide 
that  it  was  one  of  high  rank  and  entitled  to  a  broad  range  of  equiv- 
iilents.  It  becomes  necessary,  therefore,  to  consider  tlie  point  of 
law  upon  which  petitioner  contends  the  question  of  infringement 
depends. 

The  citation  is  from  Ctmioiii  Unhairing  Company  v.  American 
Fur  Refiihuj  Company  (C.  D.,  1905,  729;  116  O.  G.,  1452;  198  U.  S., 
;!!)9)  and  Kokomo  Fence  Machine  Company  (C.  D.,  1903,  655;  103 
O.  G.,  1417;  189  U.  S.,  8)  was  adduced  to  sustain  the  proposition. 
But  the  whole  opinion  must  be  considered,  and  it  will  be  seen  from 
the  language  which  we  shall  presently  quote  that  it  was  not  intended 
to  say  that  the  doctrine  of  equivalents  applied  only  to  primarj' 
patents. 

We  do  not  thiuk  it  is  necessary  to  follow  counsel  for  petitioner  in 
his  review  of  other  cases  which,  he  urges,  sustain  his  contention. 
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The  right  view  is  expressed  in  MUler  v.  Eagle  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany, (C.  D.,  1894, 147;  66  O.  G.,  845;  151  U.  S.,  186,207,)  as  follows: 
The  range  of  equlvaleots  depends  upon  tbe  estent  and'nature  of  tbe  Inven- 
tioD.  If  tbe  Invention  le  broad  and  primary  In  ite  cbaracter,  tbe  range  of 
equivalents  will  be  correspond Ingly  broad,  under  tbe  liberal  construction  wblcb 
the  courts  give  to  sucb  Inventions. 

And  this  was  what  was  decided  in  Kokomo  Fence  Machine  Com- 
pany, Cimiotti  Vnhairing  Company  v.  American  Fur  Refining  Com- 
pany, and  Computing  Scale  Com,pany  v.  Automatic  Scale  Company, 
(204  U.  S.,  609.)  It  is  fFom  the  second  of  those  cases,  as  we  have 
seen,  that  the  citation  is  made  which  petitioner  contends  the  point 
of  law  upon  which  infringement  depends  is  formulated ;  but  it  was 
said  in  that  case: 

It  Is  tvell  settled  tbat  a  greater  degree  of  liberality  and  a  wider  range  of 
equivalents  (ire  permitted  where  the  patent  is  of  a  pioneer  cliaracter  tlian  wben 
tbe  Invention  Is  simply  an  Improvement,  may  be  tbe  last  and  successful  step,  in 
tbe  art  tberetofore  partially  develoi>ed  by  otber  inventors  In  tbe  same  field. 

It  is  manifest,  therefore,  that  it  was  not  meant  to  decide  that  only 
pioneer  patents  are  entitled  to  invoke  the  doctrine  of  equivalents, 
but  that  it  was  decided  that  the  range  of  equivalents  depends  upon 
and  varies  with  the  degree  of  invention.  (See  Ives  et  al.  v.  Hamilton, 
executor,  C.  D.,  18T6, 459 ;  10  O.  G.,  336 ;  92  U.  S.,  426 ;  Hoyt  v.  Home, 
C.  D.,  1892,  435;  59  O.  G.,  1764;  145  U.  S.,  302;  Deering  v.  Winona 
Harvester  Works,  155  U.  S.,  286;  Walker  on  Patents,  sea  362;  Rob- 
inson on  Patents,  sec.  258.) 

We  start,  then,  with  the  proposition  that  the  Eastern  Company 
may  invoke  for  the  Liddell  patent  the  doctrine  of  equivalents,  but 
without  deciding  now  how  broadly  we  proceed  to  the  consideration 
of  the  question  of  infringement.  Invention  is  conceded  to  the  Liddell 
machine,  as  we  have  seen,  by  the  Continental  Company.  The  con- 
cession, however,  is  qualified  by  the  assertion  that  it  covers  only  a 
"  margin  of  differentiation  "  from  the  prior  art.  The  circuit  court 
and  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  had  a  higher  estimate  of  it.  The 
circuit  court  said  that  the  nature  of  its  invention^ — 
was  clear  •  •  •  was  disconnected  from  wbat  precedes  It  by  sucb  a  btatua, 
tbat,  if  tbe  claims  are  as  extensive  as  tbe  Invention,  tbere  is  no  difficulty  so 
far  as  concerns  the  application  to  tbe  case  of  tbe  rules  with  reference  to 
equivalents. 

And  answering  the  contention  that  is  was  the  twentieth  in  the  line 
of  patents  in  its  branch  of  the  arts,  and  that  it  should  be  limited  to 
the  details  describod  in  its  specifications,  it  was  said  that  there  was — 
hncb  It  blotiifi  bftwi^ii  tiieiii  and  ivhnl  appears  on  the  face  of  tbe  Liddell  iiatent, 
tb.nt  Ibey  hti\e  no  cITect  either  In  narrowing  or  broadening  tbe  alleged  I.lddell 
Invention. 

ee025— H.  Doc.  1340, 60-2 3» 
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The  circuit  court  of  appeals  affirmed  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court. 
It  was  lees  circumstantial  than  the  circuit  court  in  describing  the 
invention.  It  said,  however,  after  stating  the  claims,  that  their 
breadth — 

would  Imperil  tbe  pateot,  were  the  real  invention  lew  broad;  but  tbe  defeodant 
(tbe  ContioeDtal  Company)  has  not  pointed  out,  and  we  have  been  unable  to 
find,  any  cH>eTative  combination  of  a  rotary  cylinder  and  forming-plate  oacti' 
latlug  tbereou  earlier  tlian  tlie  jiatent  In  suit.  If,  therefore,  the  patent  Ib  valid. 
It  has  a  wide  scope,  and  the  mechanloil  arrangement  used  by  the  defendant  Is 
fairly  within  its  terms. 

The  lower  courts,  therefore,  found  that  the  invention  was  a  broad 
one  and  that  the  machine  used  by  the  Continental  Company  was  an 
infringement.  And  these  were  questions  of  fact  upon  which,  both 
of  the  courts  concurring,  their  findings  will  not  be  disturbed,  unless 
clearly  wrong.  (Deslions  v.  La  Compagnie  Generate  Transattan- 
tigue.)  To  decide  the  question  of  invention  an  examination  of  the 
prior  art  was  necessary  and  a  consideration  of  what  step  in  advance 
of  that  art,  if  any,  the  Liddell  patent  was.  To  decide  the  question 
of  infringement  a  comparison  of  the  Liddell  machine  with  the  machine 
used  by  the  Continental  Company  was  necessary  and  a  determination 
of  their  similarity  or  difference.  ^\1iat  was  involved  in  these 
inquiries  of  fact  and  the  conclusions  from  them  is  indicated  by  a 
record  of  many  hundred  pages  of  expert  testimony  and  exhibits. 

We  shall  proceed,  then,  to  consider  upon  what  grounds  the  circuit 
court  and  circuit  court  of  appeals  proceeded  and  their  sufficiency  to 
sustain  the  judgments  rendered  within  the  rule  announced. 

The  bill  alleges  the  infringement  of  claims  1,  2  and  7.  The  courts 
below  selected  claim  1  for  consideration,  as  determinative  of  the 
questions  arising,  as  well  on  the  other  two  claims  as  on  iL  In  this 
counsel  for  the  Continental  Company  acquiesced.  Claim  1  is  as 
follows : 

In  a  paper-has  machine,  the  combination  of  a  rotating  cylinder  iH«vlded  with 
one  or  more  piilra  of  slde^formlng  fingers  adapted  to  be  moved  toward  or  from 
each  other,  a  forming-plate  also  provided  with  side-forming  Angers  adapted  to 
be  moved  toward  or  from  each  other,  nieaus  for  operating  snid  fliigers  at  definite 
times  during  the  formative  action  upon  the  iiag-tiibe,  operating  means  for  the 
formlng-plnte  adai>ted  to  cause  the  said  plate  to  oBclllate  alwut  Its  rear  edge 
upon  the  stirfaee  of  tbe  cylinder  during  the  rotary  movement  of  said  cylinder, 
the  whole  oi)eratlng  for  the  purjiose  of  oirening  and  forming  the  bottom  of  the 
bag-tube,  and  means  to  move  the  bag-tube  with  tbe  cylluder.* 

*  2.  In  n  papcr-hng  niachlne.  the  combination  of  the  rotating  cylinder  prorlded 
with  one  or  more  jiairs  of  side-folding  fingers  adapted  to  1>e  moved  toward  or 
from  each  other,  a  forming-plate  also  provided  with  slde-formlug  fingers  adapted 
to  be  moved  towiird  or  from  each  other,  means  for  operating  said  fingers  at 
definite  times  during  the  formative  action  itpon  the  bag-tube,  operating  means 
for  the  forming-plate  adapted  to  cause  the  said  plate  to  oscillate  a>M>nt  Its  rear 
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"The  pith  of  the  invention,"  the  Circuit  Court  said — 
Is  the  combination  of  tbe  rotary  cfllnder  with  meene  of  operating  ttie  fonulog- 
plat«  in  connection  tlierewltb,  limited,  liowever,  to  means  which  causes  tlie  plate 
to  oscillate  about  its  rear  edge. 

The  Court  expressed  the  opinion  that  the  invention  e.xt«nded  to 
every  means  by  which  that  result  could  be  attained,  and  rejected  the 
contention  of  the  Continental  Company  that  the  invention  was  no 
broader  than  the  details  described  in  the  specification.  The  Court 
said  that  it  was  unable  to  see  upon  what  the  proposition  could  be 
based.  And  further  said  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  prior  art 
which  either  broadened  or  narrowed  the  Liddell  invention. 

If  any  of  the  nineteen  patents  wblcb  bad  been  put  In  evidence — 
the  Court  added — 

l>olnted  out  any  form  of  comblDlns  tbe  forming-plate  with  a  rotating  cylinder, 
tbey  would  of  course  narrow  what  Ijiddell  conl^  claim ;  but  tbey  bave  notlilng 
of  that  kind. 

And  speaking  of  the  claims  and  their  limitation  by  the  description, 
it  was  said : 

Nothing  In  tbe  manner  In  wblcb  the  claims  are  expressed  adopts  as  the  ele- 
ments tbe  detailed  description  contained  In  tbe  specification.  So  far  as  tbe  de- 
tails of  tbe  description  are  concerned,  tbey  come  wltbln  tbe  ordinary  rule  of 
preferable  method. 

We  think  it  is  clear  that  the  court  considered  that  Liddell  sought 
to  comply  with  section  4888  of  the  Revised  Statutes-f    In  other  words, 

edtie  U|ion  the  surface  of  the  cylinder  during  the  rotary  movement  of  said  cylin- 
der for  the  purtioee  of  opening  and  forming  the  bottom  of  tbe  bag-tube,  a  finger 
moving  with  the  forming-plate  for  receiving  the  upper  sheet  of  the  tube  and 
lifting  it  during  the  formative  action,  power  devices  for  returning  the  forming- 
plale  to  its  original  position  to  receive  a  new  bag-tube,  and  means  to  move 
the  bag-tube  with  tbe  cylinder. 

7.  In  a  paper-bag  machine,  the  combination  of  the  rotating  cylinder  for  the 
bag-tube  provided  with  one  or  more  iMlrs  of  foldlng-flngere  adapted  to  be  moved 
toward  or  from  each  other,  a  forming  plate  also  provided  with  forming- fingers 
adapted  to  be  moved  toward  or  from  eiich  other,  means  for  operating  said  fin- 
gers, at  definite  times  during  the  formative  action  upon  the  baB-tulie,  o|>cratlng 
means  for  the  forming-plate  adapted  to  cause  tbe  stijd  plate  to  oscillate  about 
Its  rear  edge  upon  tbe  surface  o(  the  cylinder  during  the  rotary  movement  of 
said  cylinder  for  the  |)ur|X)ae  of  o|)enlng  aud  forming  the  bottom  of  tbe  bag- 
tube,  and  connecting  mechanism  for  timing  the  movements  of  the  rotating  cylin- 
der and  the  forming  plnte. 

tSec.  48SS.  Before  any  inventor  <ir  discoverer  shall  receive  a  patent  for  his 
Invention  or  discovery,  he  Ehull  make  appllcatloii  therefor,  Id  writing,  to  tbe 
Commissioner  of  Patents,  and  shall  file  In  the  Patent  Office  a  written  descrip- 
tion of  the  same,  and  of  tbe  manner  and  process  of  making,  constructing,  com- 
pounding, and  using  It,  lu  such  full,  clear,  concise,  and  exact  terms  as  to  enable 
any  t>er8on  slillled  In  the  art  or  science  to  which  It  appertains,  or  with  which 
It  is  most  nearly  connected,  to  make,  construct,  compound,  and  use  the  same: 


600      DECISIONS  OF  UNITED  STATES  COUBTS  IN  PATENT  CASES. 

he  filed  a  description  of  his  invention,  explained  its  principle  and  the 
best  mode  in  which  he  "  contemplated  applying  that  principle,"  and 
did  not  intend  to  give  up  all  other  modes  of  application.  An  inventor 
must  describe  what  he  conceives  to  be  the  best  mode,  but  he  is  not 
confined  to  that.  If  this  were  not  so  most  patents  would  be  of  little 
worth. 

Tbe  principle  of  the  Invention  Is  a  unit,  and  Invariably  the  modes  of  its  em- 
bodlnieut  in  a  concrete  Invention  may  be  numerous  and  In  appearace  very  dif- 
ferent from  each  other.     (Robiiuon  on  Patents,  sec.  4S6.} 

The  invention,  of  course,  must  be  described  and  the  mode  of  putting 
it  to  practical  use,  but  the  claims  measure  the  invention.  They  may 
be  explained  and  illustrated  by  the  description.  They  cannot  be  en- 
larged by  it.  { Yale  Lock  Co.  v.  Greenleaf,  C.  D.,  1886,  169 ;  35  O.  G^ 
386;  117  U.  S.,  554.)  Snow  v.  Lake  Shore  etc.  Railway  Co.  (C.  D., 
1887,  354;  39  O.  G.,  1081;  121  U.  S.,  617,)  is  a  case  where  a  claim 
was  limited  by  a  description  of  the  device,  with  reference  to  draw- 
ings. The  court,  in  rejecting  the  contention  that  the  description  of 
the  particular  device  was  to  be  taken  as  a  mere  recommendation  of 
the  patentee  of  the  manner  in  which  he  contemplated  to  arrange  the 
parts  of  his  machine,  said  there  was  nothing  in  the  context  to  indi- 
cate that  the  patentee  contemplated  any  alternative  for  the  arrange- 
ment of  the  parts  of  the  device.  Therein  the  description  is  distin- 
guished from  the  description  in  the  Liddell  patent.  Liddell  was  ex- 
plicit in  the  declaration  that  there  might  be  alternatives  for  the  de- 
vice described  and  illustrated  by  him.  He  was  explicit  in  saying 
that  in  place  of  the  device  for  controlling  the  movement  of  the  form- 
ing-plate relatively  to  the  cylinder  that  the  plate  might  "be  moved 
or  operated  by  any  other  suitable  means." 

This  Court  said  in  Cimiotti  Vnkairing  Company  v.  American  Fur 
Refining  Company,  supra: 

In  making  his  claim  the  Inventor  is  at  liberty  to  choose  bis  own  form  of 
expression,  and  while  the  courts  may  construe  the  same  in  view  of  the  specifica- 
tions and  the  state  of  the  art,  they  may  not  add  to  or  detract  from  the  claim. 

See  also  Howe  Machine  Co.  v.  National  Needle  Co.,  (C.  D.,  1890, 
281 ;  51  O.  G.,  475 ;  134  V.  S.,  388, 394.) 

The  discussion  thus  far  brings  us  to  two  propositions:  that  in- 
fringement is  not  averted  merely  because  the  machine  alleged  to 
infringe   may  be  differentiated   from  the   patented   machine,  even 

and  in  case  of  a  machine,  he  shall  explain  tbe  principle  therenf,  and  the  best 
mode  In  which  he  has  contemplated  applying  that  principle,  so  ns  to  distinguish 
It  from  other  Inventions;  and  he  Shall  particularly  point  out  and  distinctly 
claim  the  part,  Improvement,  or  combination  which  he  claims  as  his  invention 
or  discovery.  The  specification  and  claim  stiatl  be  signed  by  the  Inv«itor  and 
attested  by  two  witnesses. 
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though  the  invention  embodied  in  the  latter  be  not  primary;  and, 
second,  that  the  description  does  not  necessarily  limit  the  claims.  It 
is  probably  not  contended  abstractly  by  the  Continental  Company 
that  the  description  necessarily  limits  the  claims,  but  only  in  the 
case  at  bar  as  following  from  the  first  proposition,  that  is,  as  result- 
ing from  the  alleged  narrow  character  of  the  Liddell  invention.  A  few 
words  more  may  be  necessary  to  develop  fully  the  contention.  Counsel 
separates  the  claims  of  the  Liddell  machine  into  divisions,  and  says 
that  the  fourth  division  of  the  claimed  mechanism  in  each  of  the 
three  claims  alleged  to  be  infringed  is  in  exactly  the  same  words, 
which  words  are : 

Operating  menns  for  the  forming- plate,  adapted  to  cause  the  Mid  ptate  to 
oscillate  about  Its  rear  edge  upon  the  surface  of  the  cfllnder  during  the  rotary 
movement  of  said  cylinder. 

And  it  is  argued  that  neither  claim  designates  "  operating  means," 
either  by  names  or  by  reference  letters  or  numerals,  and  recourse 
must  therefore  be  had  to  the  descriptive  part  of  the  specifi<fttion  to 
ascertain  what  "  operating  means  "  are  meant,  and  then  construe  the 
claim  as  calling  for  those  "  operating  means "  or  their  equivalents. 
The  other  way,  it  is  said,  is  to  ignore  the  descriptive  part  of  the 
specification — 

and  to  coDBtrue  the  claim  as  t>eing  Batisfled  by  any  "operating  means"  which 
can  perform  tbe  particular  function  designated  In  tbe  claim. 

Under  the  second  method,  it  is  insisted,  identity  of  function 
constitutes  infringement.  Under  the  first  method  identity  of  func- 
tion must  be  accompanied  by  substantial  identity  of  character  and 
substantial  identity  of  mode  of  operation  in  order  to  constitute  that 
result.  The  second  method  was  adopted,  it  is  urged,  by  the  circuit 
court,  and  led  it  into  the  error  of  deciding  that— 

Liddell's  alleged  Invention  covers  every  method  of  combining  tbe  rotary  cylin- 
der with  the  forming-plate  to  oscillate  about  its  rear  edge  on  the  surface  of 
the  cylinder,  aud  the  claims  are  as  broad  as  the  Invention. 

It  may  be  well  before  considering  these  contentions  to  refer  again 
to  the  view  which  the  circuit  court  and  tlie  circuit  court  of  appeals 
had  of  Liddell's  patent.  The  Circuit  Court  said  that  the  "  pith  "  of 
the  invention — 

is  the  combination  of  the  rotary  cylinder  with  means  for  operating  the  forming- 
plate  In  connection  tberewltb,  limited,  however,  to  means  which  cause  tbe 
plate  to  oscillate  about  Its  rear  edge  on  tbe  surface  thereof— 

and  distinguish  the  invention  from  the  prior  art,  as  follows: 

Aside  from  tbe  cylinder  and  the  forming-plate  oscillating  about  Its  rear  edge 
everything  in  these  claims  [tbe  claims  of  the  jiatent]  is  neceBArily  old  lu 
the  arts.  >  . 
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It  was  this  peculiar  feature  of  novelty,  it  was  said,  which  cleariy 
distingui^ed  it  from  all  that  went  before  it.  This  conclusion  was 
in  effect  affirmed  by  the  circuit  court  of  appeals.  The  latter  Court 
said  that  the  folding  of  the  bottoma  of  S.  O.  S.  paper  ba^  had 
been  accomplished  in  the  prior  art — 

twth  by  a  fo1dlng-plat»  Teclprocatlng  upon  a  plane,  and  by  ttw  operatloD  of 
Rnfers  upon  a  cjlloder.  Ttae  foldteg-plate  and  tbe  cyltoder  had  nerw  been 
combined.  The  eomplaluant  urges  with  iiiucb  probability  tbat  tbe  reason  whf 
tbey  had  not  been  combined  lay  in  tbe  difficulty  of  c^>eratlng  a  pivoted  folding- 
form  upon  (he  surface  of  a  cylinder.  Two  circles  external  to  each  can  be 
In  contact  at  but  one  iKilnt.  while,  in  order  that  the  foidlng-plate  may  operate. 
Its  end,  as  It  moves  upon  a  pivot,  must  remain  for  some  distance  fn  cootact 
with  the  surface  ot  the  revolving  cylinder.  The  problem  may  be  solved  by 
eaUHlng  the  pivot  or  axle  of  tbe  folding-plate  to  yield  away  from  the  cylinder, 
or  by  causing  the  surface  of  the  cylinder  to  be  depressed  away  from  the  fold- 
ing-plate. The  patent  in  suit  adopte  the  first  device,  tbe  defendant's  machine  the 
second,  and  the  crnclal  question  before  the  court  Is  this:  Under  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  is  tbe  second  metbod,  as  compared  wltli  tbe  first,  within 
tbe  dod^lne  of  equivalents? 

The  court,  as  we  have  seen,  concluded,  from  tbe  character  of  the 
Liddell  patent,  that  "  the  second  method,"  that  is,  the  method  of  the 
Continental  Company's  machine,  was  "  within  the  doctrine  of  equiva- 
lents." 

Counsel,  however,  contends  that  the  circuit  court,  in  its  decision, 
virtually  gave  Liddell  a  patent  for  a  function  by  holding  that  be 
was  entitled  to  every  means  to  cause  the  forming-plate  to  oscillate 
about  its  rear  edge. 

The  distinction  between  a  practically  operative  mechanism  and 
its  function  is  said  to  be  diSicult  to  define.  (Robinson,  on  Patents, 
sec.  144,  et  seq.)  It  becomes  more  difficult  when  a  definition  is  at- 
tempted of  a  function  of  an  element  of  a  combination  which  are 
the  means  by  which  other  elements  are  connected  and  by  which 
they  coact  and  make  complete  and  efficient  the  invention.  But  ab- 
stractions need  not  engage  us.  The  claim  is  not  for  a  fimction,  but 
for  mechanical  means  to  bring  into  working  relation  the  folding- 
plate  and  the  cylinder.  This  relation  is  the  very  essence  of  the  inven- 
tion, and  marks  the  advance  upon  the  prior  art.  It  is  the  thing  tliat 
never  had  been  done  before,  and  both  the  lower  courts  found  that  the 
machines  of  the  Continental  Company  were  infringements  of  it.  It 
is  not  possible  to  say  that  the  findings  of  those  courts  on  that  fact  -ye 
on  the  fact  of  invention  were  clearly  wrong,  notwithstanding  the 
great  ability  of  the  argument  submitted  against  them. 

2.  The  next  contention  of  the  petitioner  is  that  a  court  of  equity 
has  no  jurisdiction  to  restrain  the — 

infringement  of  I^etters  Patent  tbe  Invention  covered  by  which  has  long  and 
always  and  unreasonably  been  held  in  non-QBe  •  •  •  instead  of  being  made 
beneficial  to  the  art  to  which  It  belongs. 
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It  will  be  obserred  that  it  is  not  ui^ed  that  non-use  naerely  of  the 
patent  takes  jurisdiction  from  equity  but  an  unreasonable  non-uf^e. 
And  counsel  concedes  indulgence  to  a  non-use  which  ie  "non-charge- 
able to  the  owner  of  the  patent,"  as  lack  of  means,  or  lack  of  ability 
or  opportunity  to  induce  others  to  put  the  patent  to  use.  In  other 
words,  a  question  is  presented,  not  of  the  construction  of  the  law 
simply  but  of  the  conduct  of  the  patentee  as  contravening  the  sup- 
posed public  policy  of  the  law. 

The  foundation  of  the  argument  of  the  petitioner  is,  as  we  have 
intimated,  th«  policy  of  the  patent  laws  executing  the  purpose  of  the 
Constituti<Hi  of  the  United  States  to  promote  the  progress  of  science 
and  useful  arts  by  securing  for  limited  times  to  inventors  the  ex- 
clusive right  to  their  respective  discoveries.  (Art.  I,  sec.  8.)  And  it 
is  niged  that  the  non-use  of  an  invention  for  seventeen  years  (of 
conrae,  the  whole  term  of  the  patent  may  be  selected  to  test  the  argu- 
ment) is  not  to  prcHnote  the  progress  of  the  useful  arts,  and  the  con- 
tention is  that  equity  should  not  give  its  aid  to  defeat  the  policy  of 
the  statute,  but  remit  the  derelict  patentee  to  his  legal  remedy.  The 
penalty  does  not  seem  to  fit  the  case.  It  is  conceded  that  the  patent 
is  not  defeated ;  only  that  a  particular  remedy  is  taken  away.  It  is 
conceded  that  the  remedy  at  law  remains.  It  is  conceded,  therefore, 
that  a  right  has  been  c<Hiferred,  but  it  is  said  that  it  may  be  infringed, 
though  the  policy  of  the  law  is  violated.  The  petitioner,  further  to 
sustain  its  side  of  the  question,  refers  to,  the  provision  in  section  4921, 
giving  power  to  the  courts  to  grant  injunctions.    The  provision  is : 

Th«  several  courts  vested  witb  Jurisdiction  of  cases  arldng  under  tbe  patent 
Uw  shall  have  power  to  grant  lojiuictlons  according  to  the  course  and  prlociples 
ol  equity,  to  prevent  the  violation  of  any  rlgiit  secured  by  tbe  patmt.    •     •     • 

and  the  petitioner  cites  Root  v.  Railway  Company  (C.  D.,  1882,  167; 
21  O.  G.,  1112;  106  U.  S.,  188,  216)  for  the  contention  that  the  statute 
does  not  confer  power  to  grant  the  injunction,  except  as  incidental  to 
some  other  equity. 

It  may  be  well,  however,  before  considering  what  remedies  a 
patentee  is  entitled  to,  to  consider  what  rights  are  conferred  upon 
him.  The  source  of  the  rights  is,  of  course,  the  law,  and  we  are 
admonished  at  the  outset  that  we  must  look  for  the  policy  of  a  statute, 
not  in  matters  outside  of  it — ^not  to  circumstances  of  expediency  and 
to  supposed  purposes  not  expressed  by  the  words.  The  patent  law  is 
the  execution  of  a  policy  having  its  first  expression  in  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  it  may  be  supposed  that  all  that  was  deemed  necessary  to 
accomplish  and  safeguard  it  must  have  been  studied  and  provided  for. 
It  is  worthy  of  note  that  all  that  has  been  deemed  necessary  for  that 
purpose,  through  the  experience  of  years,  has  been  to  provide  for  an 
exclusive  right  to  inventors  to  make,  use  and  vend  their  inventions. 
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In  other  words,  the  language  of  complete  monopoly  has  been  em- 
ployed, and  thou^  at  first  only  a  remedy  at  law  was  given  for  a 
violation  of  the  right,  a  remedy  in  equity  was  given  as  early  as  1819. 
There  has  been  no  qualification,  however,  of  the  right,  except  as  here- 
inafter stated.  An  exception  which,  we  may  now  say,  shows  the 
extent  of  the  right — a  right  so  explicitly  given  and  so  complete  that 
it  would  seem  to  need  no  further  explanation  than  the  word  of  the 
statute.  It  has,  however,  received  explanation  in  a  number  of  cases 
which  bring  out  clearly  the  services  rendered  by  an  inventor  to  the 
arts  and  sciences  and  to  the  public  Those  cases  declare  that  he 
receives  nothing  from  the  law  that  he  did  not  have  before,  and  that 
the  only  effect  of  the  patent  is  to  restrain  others  from  manufacturing 
and  using  that  which  he  has  invented.  { United  States  v.  Beil  Tele- 
phone Cmnpany,  C.  D.,  1897,442;  79  O.  G.,  1362;  167  U.  S.,  224,249.) 
And  it  was  further  said  in  that  case  that  the  inventor  could  have 
kept  his  discovery  to  himself,  but  to  induce  a  disclosure  of  it  Congress 
has,  by  its  legislation,  made  in  pursuance  of  the  Constitution,  guar- 
anteed to  him  an  exclusive  right  to  it  for  a  limited  time,  and  the 
purpose  of  the  patent  is  to  protect  him  in  this  monopoly — not  to  g^ve 
him  a  use  which  he  did  not  have  before,  "  but  only  to  separate  to  him 
an  exclusive  use."  And  it  was  pointed  out  that  the  monopoly  which 
he  receives  is  only  for  a  few  years.    The  Court  further  said : 

Counsel  seeni  to  argue  that  oae  wbo  baa  made  an  Invention  and  thereupon 
applies  for  a  patent  tberefor  occupies,  as  it  were,  tbe  iweltlon  of  a  quasi 
trustee  for  tbe  public ;  (bat  be  Is  under  a  sort  of  moral  obligation  tu  see  tbat 
tlie  public  acquires  tbe  rlgbt  to  tbe  free  use  of  tbat  invention  as  soon  as  1b 
conveniently  possible.  We  dissent  entirely  from  tbe  tbougbt  tlins  ui^ed.  Tbe 
Inv^itor  Is  one  wbo  bas  discovered  soroetblng  of  ii'alue.  It  Is  bis  absolute 
jvoperty.  He  may  wltbbold  a  knowledge  of  It  from  tbe  public,  and  he  tnay 
insist  upon  all  tbe  advantages  and  beneflts  whicb  the  statute  iironilses  to  hlu 
wbo  discloses  to  tbe  public  bis  Invention. 

And  the  same  relative  rights  of  the  patentee  and  the  public  were 
expressed  in  prior  cases,  and  we  cite  them  because  there  is  something 
more  than  the  repetition  of  the  same  thought  by  doing  so.  It  shows 
that  whenever  this  Court  has  had  occasion  to  speak  it  has  decided 
that  an  inventor  receives  from  a  patent  the  right  to  exclude  others 
from  its  use  for  the  time  prescribed  in  the  statute. 

And  for  bis  exclusive  enjoyment  of  It  during  tbat  time  the  public  faith  la 
forever  pledged.  {Chief  Justice  Marshall  in  Grant  v.  Raymond,  6  Pet.  243, 
p.  242.) 

And,  in  Bloomer  v.  McQuewan,  (15  How.,  359,)  Chief  Justice 
Taney  said: 

The  franchise  which  tbe  patent  gfanfs  consists  sitogetber  In  tbe  right  to 
exclude  every  one  teoat  making  use  or  THiding  tbe  thing  patented  without 
permission  of  the  patentee.    This  Is  nil  he  obtains  by  tbe  patent. 
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In  Patterson  v.  Kentucky,  (97  U.  S.,  501,)  it  was  said  that  an 
inventor's  own  right  to  the  use  was  Dot  enlarged  or  affected  by  a 
patent.  See  also  Wilhon  v.  Rouaeau,  (4  How.,  646,  674;)  Seymour 
V.  Osborne,  <11  Wall.,  516,  533;)  Cammeyer  v.  Newton,  (C.  D.,  1887, 
182;  11  O.  a,  287;  9i  U.  S.,  225;)  Denamore  v.  Scofield,  (102  U.  S., 
375.) 

It  may  be  said  that  these  cases  deal  only  with  the  right  of  a 
patentee,  and  not  with  the  remedy,  whether  at  law  or  equity,  that  he 
may,  at  any  time,  or  in  all  his  situations,  be  entitled  to.  And  there  is 
no  ease  in  this  Court  that  explicitly  does  so.  However,  in  the  three 
last  cases  cited  it  was  decided  that  patents  are  property,  and  entitled 
to  the  same  rights  and  sanctions  as  other  property. 

In  Bement  v.  National  Harrow  Company,  (186  U.  S.,  70,  90,) 
adopting  the  language  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Sixth 
Circuit  in  TIeaton-Peninsular  Company  v.  Eureka  Specialty  Com- 
pany, (C.  D.;  1897,  216 ;  78  O.  G.,  171 ;  77  Fed.,  294,)  it  was  said : 

ir  be  [n  patentee]  sees  Qt,  be  may  reserve  to  blmself  the  exc^uHtve  uae  of 
tbe  iDventlon  or  dlBCovery.  If  be  will  neither  use  bis  device  nor  penult  others 
to  use  It,  be  bus  but  suppressed  bis  owa.  *  •  •  hIb  title  Is  excluBlve  and  so 
clear])'  within  the  constitutional  provisions  In  respect  to  private  property  that 
be  Is  neither  bound  to  use  hie  discovery  blmself  or  permit  others  to  use  It.  Tbe 
dictum  found  In  Hoe  v.  £nap,  (C,  D.,  1886.  386:  36  O.  G.,  1244;  27  Fed.  Rep., 
201,)  Is  not  supported  by  reason  or  authority- 

In  Hoe  V.  Knap,  Judge  Blodgett  refused  an  injunction  against 
the  infringer,  holding  that — 

under  a  patent  which  gives  n  patentee  a  monopoly,  he  Is  bound  to  either  use 
tbe  iiatent  himself  or  allow  others  to  use  it  on  reasonable  terms. 

In  a  number  of  the  circuit  courts  of  appeals  it  has  been  decided  that 
as  a  consequence  of  the  exclusive  right  of  the  patentee  he  is  entitled 
to  an  injunction  against  an  infringer,  even  though  he  (the  patentee) 
does  not  use  the  patented  device.  The  cases  are  inserted  in  the 
margin,'  also  decisions  of  the  circuit  courts,*  some  of  which  define 

"  Edison  V.  Mt.  Morris  Co.,  B7  F.  R.,  642,  644  (2d.  CIr.) ;  Hea  ton-Pen  Insular  v. 
Eureka,  f.  ])..  18OT,  216;  7S  ().  G..  171 ;  77  F.  R..  2SM  (Btb  CIr.)  ;  Crown  Cork  k 
Sen!  Co.  v.  Aluminum  Stopper  Co..  108  F.  R.,  84ti.  868  (4th  CIr.) ;  Puller  v. 
Berger,  120  P.  R.,  274,  277  (7th  CIr.)  ;  Lasison  Consolidated  Store  Service  Co.  v. 
Hlllman.  123  F.  R..  416,  422  (7tb  CIr.) ;  Victor  Talking  Machine  Co.,  v.  Fair, 
123  P.  R..  425  (7tb  CIr.) ;  U.  S.  Seeded  Raisin  Co.  v.  Griffin,  126  P.  R..  3G4,  368 
(»tb  CIr.):  Rupp  V.  Elliott.  131  F.  R..  730  (Ctb  CIr.);  Monroe  u.  Railway 
Appliance  Co.,  145  P.  R..  046.  648  (7tb  CIr.) ;  Filter  Co.  v.  Jackson,  140  F.  R., 
340,  343  {8th  CIr.) ;  U.  S.  Fastener  Co.  v.  Bradley.  148  F.  R..  222  (2d  CIr.) ; 
Rubber  Tire  Co.  v.  Milwaukee,  164  P.  R.,  358,  361  (7th  CIr.) ;  Indiana  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  3.  I.  (3ase  Co..  164  F.  R..  366  (7th  CIr.). 

»Carr  v.  Rice.  1  Flah..  198,  200  (N.  T.);  Wlntermute  v.  Redlngton,  1  Fish., 
243  (Ohio) ;  Ransom  r.  Mayor,  1  Flsb..  25S  (N.  Y.) ;  Pitts  v.  Wemple,  2  Flsb,, 
15  (III.) ;  Whitney  v.  Emmett,  1  Bald.,  3A4:  Broadnax  v.  Central  Stock  Tard.  4 
F.  R.,  214.  216  (N.  J.) ;  In  re  Brosnahan,  Jr.,  18  F.  R.,  62  (Justice  Miller)  (Mo.)  ; 
Consolidated  Roller  Mill  Co.  v.  Coombs,  39  Y.  R.,  803  (Mlcb.) ;  Wirt  v.  Hicks, 
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the  right  of  a  patentee  and  others  holding  that  as  incident  to  the 
right  he  is  entitled  to  an  injunction,  though  he  had  not  used  hts 
invention. 

Counsel  for  petitioner  cites  oonnter  cases,  which  he  rontends  are 
moFt  direct  authority.!  He  also  reviews  the  cases  cited  by  respond- 
ent, and  contends  that  they  are  not  relevant  to  the  question  in  the 
case  at  bar,  which  is  not  that  of  the  simple  non-use  of  a  patent,  but 
a  long  and  unreasonabte  non-use  of  it.  Judge  Aldrich,  in  his 
diffienting  opinion  in  the  court  of  appeals,  exduded  the  cases  as 
antboritative  for  a  different  reason  than  counsel  expresses.  The 
learned  Judge  said : 

Simple  non-use  1b  one  tblng.  Btandlng  alone.  noD-UBe  Is  no  efficient  renson 
for  wlthhotdlng  injnnction.  There  are  many  reaBons  for  non-uee  which,  upon 
explanation,  are  cogent,  but  wben  acquiring,  holding  and  non-nse  are  only 
explainable  upon  the  hypotbeale  of  a  parpoee  to  abnormallj  force  trade  Into 
unnatural  channels — a  hypothesis  involving  an  attitude  which  offends  public 
policy,  the  conscience  of  equity,  and  the  very  spirit  and  Intention  of  the  law 
npoD  wblcb  the  legal  right  la  fonnded— it  la  quite  aaotber  tblag.  This  la  an 
aspect  which  hae  not  been  considered  In  a  case  lllce  the  one  here. 

Respondent  attacks  the  conclusion  of  Judge  Aldrich  and  tliat 
of  petitioner,  and  insists  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  record  to  show 
that  the  non-use  of  the  patent  was  either  unreasonable  or  sinister. 
A  very  strong  argument  is  presented  by  respondent  Its  counsel 
pointedly  say  that  "  there  is  no  record  evidence  at  all  on  the  subject 
or  character  of  complainants'  [respondents']  use  or  non-use,"  and 
points  out  that  neither  the  assignments  of  error  on  appeal  to  the 
circuit  court  of  appeals  nor  the  petition  for  rehearing  in  that  court 
{resented  the  question  that  the  injunction  should  be  denied  on  the 
ground  of  mere  non-use  or  unreasonable  non-use.  Let  us  see  what 
the  Courts  say  and  what  petitioner  says.    The  Circuit  Court  says: 

We  have  stated  that  do  machine  for  practical  mannfactnring  purposes  was 
ever  constructed  under  tbe  Llddell  patent.    Tbe  record  also  shows  that  the 

C.  D.,  1891.  395;  Oil  O.G,  807;  46  F.  R.,  Tl  (N.  Y.) ;  Campbell  ('.Manhattan  Ball- 
way.  C.  D,  1892.  492;  60  O.  G.,  894;  49  F.  R..  930  (N.  Y.) ;  Bdlson  v.  Mt.  Morris, 
S7  F.  R.,  642,  644  (N.  ¥.) ;  Uasseth  v.  Johnston.  C.  D.,  1S94,  233;  67  O.  G..  143; 
59  F.  H.,  612  (Pa.)  ;  Bonaack  v.  Smith,  C.  D.,  1895.  613:  73  O.  G..  963;  70  F.  R.. 
388  (N.  C.) ;  Columbia  V.  Freeman.  71  F.  R^  302.  306  (Mo.)  ;  Wydioff  «.  Wagn^-, 
88  F.  R.,  615  (N.  Y.) ;  White  i^.  Peerlew.  Ill  F.  R..  190  (Pa.) ;  Brodrick  i?. 
Haybew,  131  F.  R..  92  (Wis.) ;  National  Co.  v.  Daab.  136  F.  R.,  891,  895  (N.  J.) ; 
Hoe  V.  Miehle.  141  F.  R.,  110  (N.  Y.) ;  Hartman  v.  Park  &  Son.  145  F.  R., 
358  (Ky.). 

t  Isaacs  V.  Holland,  4  Wasb.,  54;  Ogle  v.  Ege,  4  Waab.,  584;  Mott  ff.  Bennett 
2  FlBber,  642;  Suillyan  v.  Redfletd.  1  Paine.  441;  Magic  Raffle  Go.  v.  Daaghlaa, 
2  Flaher,  333;  Hoe  v.  Knap,  C.  D.,  1S86,  389;  36  O.  G.,  1248;  27  Fed..  204; 
Oeramln  v.  Wl^ua,  67  Fed.,  600,  C.  C.  A.  Ninth  Circuit ;  Campbell  Printing  Frees 
Co.  V.  Duplex  Printing  Press  Co..  C  D.,  1898,  340 ;  82  O.  G..  1056 ;  86  Fed,  331 : 
RoMnsen  <m  Patent^  vol.  1,  sec.  43 ;  Curtis  on  Patents,  sec.  339  of  the  two 
fltat  edlUons  and  sec.  406  of  the  third  and  fourth  editions. 
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complainant,  so  to  speak,  locked  up  Ita  patent  It  bas  never  attempttd  to 
make  any  practical  use  of  It.  cither  Itself  or  tbrougb  licensee,  and,  apparently, 
Ita  proposed  policy  bas  been  to  avoid  this.  In  this  respect  It  bas  not  the 
common  excuse  of  a  lack  of  means,  as  It  Is  nnquestloned  that  tbe  complainant 
Is  a  powerfnl  and  wealthy  corporation.  We  hare  no  doubt  that  the  complain- 
ant stands  In  the  common  class  of  maaufacturerf  who  accumalate  patents 
merely  for  tbe  purpose  of  protecting  their  gateral  Industries  and  shuttbig  out 
competitors: 

The  comment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  is: 

The  machine  of  the  patent  In  suit  Is  mechanically  operaUTe,  as  was  ritown 
experimentally  for  tbe  purposes  of  this  suit,  bnt  It  baa  not  be^  put  Into 
commercial  use.  No  reason  for  tbe  non-user  appears  In  tbe  evidence,  so  far 
as  we  can  discover.  Tbe  defendant's  tuacblne  has  be«i  an  assured  commercial 
success  for  some  years.  It  was  suggested  at  the  oral  ai^ument  tJut  iA  unased 
patent  Is  not  entitled  to  the  protection  given  by  the  extraordinary  ronedy  of 
an  Injunction.  This  contention  was  not  made  in  tbe  defendant's  printed  brief. 
Wblle  this  question  has  not  been  directly  iiassed  upon,  so  far  as  we  are  Informed, 
In  any  considered  decision  of  the  Snt>r^ne  Conrt,  yet  tbe  welgbt  of  antborlty 
Is  in  favOT  of  the  complainant. 

The  cases  were  cited. 

If  the.se  statements  are  to  be  reconciled  it  can  only  be  by  supposing 
that  the  circuit  court  inferred  the  motive  of  the  respondents  from  the 
unexplained  non-nse  of  the  patent.  But  petitioner  has  given  its 
explanation  of  the  purpose  of  respondent.  Quoting  Judge  Aldrich, 
that  the  patent  in  suit  has  been  "  deliberately  held  in  non-use  for  a 
wrongful  purpose,"  petitioner  asks: 

What  was  that  wrongful  purpose?  It  was  tbe  purpose  to  make  more  money 
with  tbe  existing  old  reciprocating  Lorens  &  Honlss  machines  and  tbe  existing 
old  complicated  Stitwell  macliiuee  than  coold  be  made  with  new  Llddcil  ma- 
chines, when  tbe  coat  of  building  tbe  latter  was  taken  Into  account.  And  this 
parpose  was  eUTective  to  cause  tbe  long  and  Invariable  non-use  of  the  Llddell 
luventlon,  notwithstasding  that  new  Llddell  machlnca  might  have  produced 
better  paper  bags  than  tbe  old  Lurenz  &  Hoalss  machines  or  the  old  Stllwell 
machines  were  producing. 

Bnt,  granting  all  this,  it  is  certainly  disputable  that  the  non-use 
was  unreasonable  or  that  the  rights  of  the  public  were  involved. 
There  was  no  question  of  a  diminished  supply  or  of  increase  of  prices, 
and  can  it  be  said,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  a  non-use  was  unreason- 
able which  had  for  its  motive  the  saving  of  the  expense  that  would 
have  been  involved  by  changing  the  equipment  of  a  factory  from  one 
set  of  machines  to  another?  And  even  if  the  old  machines  could  have 
been  altered,  the  expense  would  have  l^n  considerable.  As  to  the 
suggestion  that  competitors  were  excluded  from  the  use  of  the  new 
patent,  we  answer  that  such  exclusion  may  be  said  to  have  been  of 
the  very  essence  of  the  right  conferred  by  the  patent,  as  it  is  the  privi- 
lege of  any  owner  of  property  to  use  or  not  to  use  it,  without  question 
of  motive.     {Connolly  v.  Union  Sewer  Pipe  Co.,  184  U.  S.,  M6.) 
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The  right  which  a  patentee  receives  does  not  need  much  further 
explanation.  We  have  seen  that  it  has  been  the  judgment  of  Con- 
gress from  the  beginning  that  the  sciences  and  the  useful  arts  could 
be  best  advanced  by  giving  an  exclusive  right  to  an  inventor.  The 
only  qualification  ever  made  was  against  aliens  in  the  act  of  1832. 
That  act  extended  the  privilege  of  the  patent  law  to  aliens,  but  re- 
quired them — 

to  Introduce  Into  public  use  In  the  L'nited  States  the  inTentloo  or  Improvement 
witliln  one  year  from  the  issuing  thereof— 

and  indulged  no  intermission  of  the  public  use  for  any  period  longer 
than  six  months.  A  violation  of  the  law  rendered  the  patent  void. 
The  act  was  repealed  in  1836,  It  is  manifest,  as  is  said  in  Walker 
on  Patents,  section  106,  that  Congress  has  not  "  overlooked  the  sub- 
ject of  non-user  of  patented  inventions." 

And  another  fact  may  be  mentioned.  In  some  foreign  countries 
the  right  granted  to  an  inventor  is  affected  by  non-use.  This  policy, 
we  must  assume,  Congress  has  not  been  ignorant  of  nor  of  its  effects. 
It  has,  nevertheless,  selected  another  policy;  it  has  continued  that 
policy  through  many  years.  We  may  assume  that  experience  has 
demonstrated  its  wisdom  and  beneficial  effect  upon  the  arts  and 
sciences. 

From  the  character  of  the  right  of  the  patentee  we  may  judge  of 
his  remedies.  It  hardly  needs  to  be  pointed  out  that  the  right  can 
only  retain  its  attribute  of  exclusiveness  by  a  prevention  of  its  viola- 
tion. Anything  but  prevention  takes  away  the  privilege  which  the 
law  confers  upon  the  patentee.  If  the  conception  of  the  law  that  a 
judgment  in  an  action  at  law  is  reparation  for  the  trespass,  it  is  only 
for  the  particular  trespass  that  is  the  ground  of  the  action.  There 
may  be  other  trespasses  and  continuing  wrongs  and  the  vexation  of 
many  actions.  These  are  well-recognized  grounds  of  equity  jurisdic- 
tion, especially  in  patent  cases,  and  a  citation  of  cases  is  unnecessary. 
Whether,  however,  a  case  cannot  arise  where,  regarding  the  situation 
of  the  parties  in  view  of  the  public  interest,  a  court  of  equity  might 
be  justified  in  withholding  relief  by  injunction  we  do  not  decide. 
Decree  afflrmed. 

Mr.  Justice  Harlan  thinks  that  the  original  bill  should  have  been 
dismissed.  He  thinks  the  facts  are  such  that  the  court  should  have 
declined,  upon  grounds  of  public  policy,  to  give  any  relief  to  the 
plaintiff  by  injunction,  and  he  dissents  from  the  opinion  and  judg- 
ment. 


,,  Google 
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[Supreme  Court  ot  tbe  United  States.] 

Frascb  V.  MoOBE. 

Decided  October  19,  1908. 

137  O.  G.,  230. 

DBCIStON    OF    COUBT   OP   APPEALS    OV   DISTRICT    OF    COLUMBIA    IK    IHTEBPEBBKCE 

Cabes— Not  Fimal — No  Appeal  to  Supreme  Couit  or  the  TIhitid 

States. 
A  declslou  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  ttie  District  of  Columbln  on  an 
appeal  from  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  Is  not  "  flnel "  wlthtn  the  mean- 
ing of  section  8  of  the  act  of  February  »,  1893,  (27  Stat.,  434,  436,  c.  74,) 
and  therefore  Is  not  appealahle  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  TJnlted  Slates. 

Appeal  from  and  in  error  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District 
of  Columbia, 

Mr.  Charles  J.  Hedrick  for  the  appellant  and  plaintiff  in  error. 
Solicitor  General  Boyt  for  the  appellee  and  defendant  ii\  error. 

STATEUENT  OF  THE   CASE. 

Frasch  applied  for  a  patent  for  an  invention  of  a  new  and  useful 
improvement  in  the  art  of  making  salt  by  evaporation  of  brine.  He 
expressed  his  alleged  invention  in  six  claims,  three  of  which  were  for 
the  process  of  removing  incrustation  of  calcium  sulfate  from  brine- 
heating  surfaces,  and  three  of  them  were  for  an  apparatus  for  use 
in  the  process. 

At  the  time  when  the  application  was  filed,  Itule  41  of  the  Patent 
Office  did  not  permit  the  joinder  of  claims  for  process  and  claims 
for  apparatus  in  one  and  the  same  application.  The  Examiner  re- 
quired division  between  the  process  and  apparatus  claims,  and  refused 
to  act  upon  the  merits.  An  appeal  was  taken  to  the  £xaminers-in- 
Chief,  but  the  Examiner  refused  to  forward  it.  A  petition  was  then 
filed,  asking  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  to  direct  that  the  appeal  be 
heard.  The  Commissioner  held  that  the  Examiner  was  right  in 
refusing  to  forward  the  appeal.  (C.  D.,  1902,  65;  98  O.  G.,  1967.) 
From  that  decision  appeal  was  taken  to  the  courf  of  appeals  of  the 
District,  which  held  that  it  did  not  have  jurisdiction  to  entertain  it. 
{C.  D.,  1902,  560;  100  O.  G.,  1977.)  Frasch  then  filed  a  petition  in 
this  Court  for  a  mandamus,  directing  the  court  of  appeals  to  henr 
and  determine  the  appeal,  which  petition  was  dismissed.  (Ex  parte 
Frasch,  C.  D.,  1904,  716;  109  O.  G.,  554;  192  U.  S.,  566.) 

But  in  United  States  ex.  rel.  Steinmetz  v.  Allen,  (C.  D.,  1904,  703; 
109  O.  G.,  549;  192  U.  S.,  54.%)  it  was  held  that  Rule  41,  as  applied 
by  the  Commissioner,  was  invalid,  and  that  the  remedy  for  iiis  action 
was  by  mandamus  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  District  to  compel  the 
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Commissioner  to  act.  Accordingly  the  proceedings  in  the  present 
case  were  resumed  in  the  Patent  Office,  and  the  applicant  asked  the 
Commissioner  to  direct  that  the  appeal  theretofore  taken  to  the 
Examiners-in-Chief  be  heard  by  (hem.  The  Commissioner  granted 
this  petition.  The  Primary  Examiner  furnished  the  required  state- 
ment and  a  supplementary  statement  of  the  grounds  of  his  decision 
requiring  division.  The  Examiners-iu-Chief  affirmed  the  decssion 
of  the  Primary  Examiner — 

requiring  a  division  of  tbese  claims  for  an  art  aud  for  tta  Independent  macbine 
used  to  perform  tbe  art; 

one  Examiner-in-Chief,  dissenting,  held  that  division  should  not  be 
required.  On  appeal  to  the  Commissioner,  he  affirmed  the  Exam- 
iners-in-Chief  in  part  only ;  that  is  to  say,  he  held  that  process  claim 
No.  1  must  be  divided  from  the  other  process  claims  and  the  apparatus 
claims,  but  that  process  claims  Nos.  2  and  3  and  the  apparatus  claims 
Kos.  4,  5  and  6  might  be  joined  in  one  application.  (C.  D.,  190S,  2G4; 
117  O.  G.,  1166.)  Rehearing  was  denied,  and  an  appeal  was  taken 
to  the  court  of  appeals  for  the  District  of  Columbia  (C.  D.,  1906, 648; 
122  O.  G.,  1048)  which  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of 
Patents,  for  reasons  given  at  large  in  an  opinion,  and  directed  the 
clerk  of  the  court  to — 

certl^  this  opinion  and  proceedings  In  this  court  In  the  premises  to  the  Oom- 
mlsBioner  of  Patents,  according  to  law. 

An  appeal  and  a  writ  of  error  were  allowed,  the  court  stating 
through  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Shepard : 

We  are  Inclined  to  the  view  that  this  case  Is  not  appealable  to  the  Euprenw 
Court  of  the  United  States,  but  as  the  question  has  never  been  directlj  decided. 
GO  far  ns  we  are  advised,  we  will  grant  the  petition  In  order  that  the  question 
of  tbe  rlf^t  to  appeal  In  such  a  case  may  be  directly  presented  tor  tbe  deter- 
mtnatlon  of  tbe  court  of  last  resort. 

The  record  was  filed  January  25,  1907,  and  on  February  4  a  petition 
for  certiorari. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fdlleb  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

Section  8  of  the  act  of  February  9,  1893,  (27  Stat.,  434, 436,  c  74,) 
provides : 

That  any  flnal  Jadgment  or  decree  of  tbe  Raid  court  of  appeals  may  be  re- 
examined and  affirmed,  reversed,  or  modified  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  tbe 
United  States,  upon  writ  of  error  or  appeal.  Id  all  causes  In  which  tbe  matter 
In  dispute,  exclnsive  of  costs,  shall  exceed  tUe  sum  of  Ave  thousand  dollars.  In 
the  same  manner  and  under  the  same  regulations  ns  heretofore  provided  for 
In  cases  of  writs  of  error  on  judgment  or  appeals  from  decrees  rendered  In  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  Dlsirlet  of  Columbia :  and  also  In  cases,  without  retcard 
to  tlie  sum  or  value  of  tbe  matter  In  dispute,  wherein  la  Involved  the  validity 
of  any  patent  or  copy ri^t,  or  In  which  Is  drawn  In  question  tlie  validity  of  a 
treaty  or  statute  of  or  an  authority  exercised  under  the  United  States. 
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The  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  sought  to  be  reviewed  in  the 
present  case  is  not  final,  but  merely  ended  an  interlocutory  stage  of 
the  controversy  and  sent  the  applicant  back  to  the  Patent  Office  to 
conform  to  the  meaning  and  effect  of  the  rule  on  division  of  claims 
as  construed  by  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  and  to  pursue  the  ap- 
plication in  the  form  required  to  allowance  or  rejection. 

Section  7S0  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  District'  of  CoJumbia 
reads  thus: 

The  Supreme  Conrt,  sitting  In  banc,  shall  have  Jurladlctlon  of  and  rtialt  hear 
and  determlue  all  appeals  from  the  declslona  of  tbe  CommlMloDer  ot  Pateats, 
In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  sections  forty-olne  hundred  and  eleven  to 
furtj-nlne  hundred  and  fifteen,  Inclusive,  of  Chapter  one.  Title  LX,  of  the  Ke- 
vlaed  Statutes,  "Patents,  Trade-marks,  and  Copyrights." 

Section  9  of  the  "  Act  to  establish  a  Court  -of  Appeals  for  the 
District  of  Columbia,  and  for  other  purposes,"  approved  Felwuary 
9,  1893,  (27  Stat.,  434,  436,  c.  74,)  is: 

Bee.  0.  That  the  determination  of  appeals  fron  the  decision  of  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Patents,  now  vested  In  the  general  term  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  In  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  section  seven  hundred 
and  eighty  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  relating  to  the  District 
of  CoJumbla.  shall  hereafter  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  vested  in  the  conrt  of 
appeals  created  hy  this  act;  and  in  addition,  any  party  aggrieved  by  a  decision 
of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  in  any  interfwence  case  may  appeal  tberefrom 
to  said  court  of  api)eals. 

Thus  the  special  jurisdiction  of  the  District  supreme  court  in 
patent  appeals  was  transferred  to  and  vested  in  the  court  of  appeals, 
and  decisions  in  interference  cases  were  also  made  appealable,  which 
had  not  been  previously  the  case.  (Bev.  Stat.,  sec.  4911.)  The  law 
applicable  is  section  4914,  Revised  Statutes,  which  provides: 

The  court  on  petition,  sball  bear  and  determine  such  appeal,  and  revise  the 
decision  appealed  from  In  a  summary  way,  on  the  evidence  produced  before  the 
Commissioner,  at  such  early  and  convenient  time  as  the  court  may  appoint; 
and  the  revision  shall  be  confined  to  the  {>otnts  set  forth  in  the  reasons  of 
appeal.  After  hearing  the  case  the  court  shall  return  to  the  Commissioner  a 
certlBcate  of  Its  proceedings  and  decision,  which  shall  t>e  entered  of  record  In 
the  Patent  Office,  and  rtiall  govern  the  further  proceedings  In  the  case.  But  no 
opinion  or  decision  of  the  court  in  any  such  case  shall  preclude  any  person  In- 
terested from  the  right  to  contest  the  validity  of  such  patent  in  any  conrt 
wherein  the  same  may  be  called  in  question. 

By  section  4915  a  remedy  by  bill  in  equity  is  given  where  a  patent 
is  i-ef used,  and  reads  as  follows : 

Sec.  4015.  Whenever  a  patent  on  application  Is  refused,  either  by  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Patents  or  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  upon 
appeal  from  the  Commissioner,  the  applicant  may  have  remedy  by  bill  in  equity ; 
and  the  court  having  cognizance  thereof,  on  notice  to  adverse  parties  nnd  ottwr 
due  proceedings  had,  may  adjudge  that  such  apfilicant  Is  entitled.  accordInK  to 
law,  to  receive  a  patent  for  hia  Invention,  as  Bi>eclQed  in  his  claim,  or  for  any 
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part  thereof,  as  the  facts  In  the  case  may  appear.  And  such  acljtidlcatton.  If  It 
be  In  favor  of  the  right  of  the  applicant,  shall  authorize  the  Commlseloner 
to  Issue  such  patent  on  the  applicant  Ollng  In  the  Patent  Office  a  copy  of  the 
adjudication,  and  otherwise  complying  with  the  requirements  of  law.  In  all 
cases,  where  there  Is  no  opposing  party,  a  copy  of  the  bill  Bhall  be  served  on  the 
Commissioner;  and  all  the  expoises  of  the  proceeding  aball  be  paid  by  the 
aijpllcant,  whether  the  final  decision  is  in  his  favor  or  not. 

,  The  final  decision  referred  to  is  obviously  the  judicial  decision  on 
the  bill  in  equity,  while  in  interference  cases  and  in  all  others  going 
up  from  the  Commissioner  to  the  court  of  appeals  there  is  no  final 
judgment  in  the  cause,  but  one  interlocutory  in  its  nature  and  bind- 
ing only  upon  the  Commissioner  "  to  govern  the  further  proceedings 
in  the  case."  The  opinion  or  decision  of  the  court  reviewing  the 
Commissioner's  decision  is  not  final,  because  it  does  not  preclude  any 
person  interested  from  contesting  the  validity  of  the  patent  in  court, 
and  if  the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  grants  the  patent  that  is  the 
end  of  the  matter  as  between  the  Government  and  the  applicant ;  and 
if  he  refuses  it  and  the  court  of  appeals  sustains  him,  that  is  merely 
a  qualified  finality,  for,  as  we  have  seen,  the  decision  of  that  court 
may  be  challenged  generally  and  a  refusal  of  patent  may  be  reviewed 
and  contested  by  bill  as  provided. 

The  appeal  given  to  the  court  of  appeals  of  the  District  from  the 
decision  of  the  Commissioner  is  not,  as  Mr.  Justice  Matthews  said  in 
Butter-worth  v.  Hoe, 

the  exercise  of  ordinary  jurisdiction  at  law  or  In  equity  on  the  pnrt  of  that 
court,  but  is  one  In  the  statutory  proceeding  nnder  the  patent  laws  whereby 
that  tribunal  Is  Interposed  In  aid  of  the  I'atent  Office,  though  not  subject  to  tt. 
Its  adjudication,  though  not  binding  upon  any  who  choose  by  litigation  In 
courts  of  general  Jurisdiction  to  question  the  validity  of  a  patent  thua  awarded. 
Is  nevertheless  conclusive  ui>on  the  Patent  Office  Itself;  for,  as  the  statute  de- 
clares, (Rev.  Stat.  4014. >  "it  shall  govern  the  further  proceedings  in  the  case." 
(C.  D.,  1884,  429;  29  O.  G.,  615;  112  U.  S..  60.) 

In  Rousseau  v.  Brown,  (C.  D.,  1903,  592;  104  O.  G.,  1122;  21  App. 
D.  C,  73,  80)  which  was  an  appeal  from  the  Patent  Office  in  the 
matter  of  an  interference  between  two  applications,  the  court  affirmed 
the  decision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  ruling  against  one  of 
the  claims  on  the  ground  that  priority  of  invention  must  be  awarded 
fo  the  other  claimant,  declined  to  allow  a  writ  of  error  or  appeal,  and 
said,  through  Chief  Justice  Alvey : 

There  is  no  final  Judgment  of  this  court  rendered  In  such  cases,  nor  Is  there 
any  such  Judgment  required  or  authorized  to  be  rendered,  not  even  for  costs  of 
the  appeal.  This  court  la  simply  required  lu  such  cases,  after  hearing  and 
deciding  the  iMjints  as  preHenied,  Instead  of  entering  Judgment  here,  to  return 
to  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  a  certlticate  of  the  proceedings  and  decision  of 
this  court,  to  be  entered  of  record  in  the  Patent  Offlee,  to  govern  the  further 
proceedings  In  the  case.  But  It  is  declared  by  the  statute  that  no  opinion  of 
this  court  In  any  such  case  shall  preclude  any  person  Interested  trom  the  right 
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to  contest  the  validity  of  any  patent  tbat  may  be  Kranted  by  the  Commissioner 
of  Patents.     (Rev.  Stat  D.  a,  sees.  780,  4914.) 

There  Is  no  prorlslon  of  any  statnte,  within  our  Imowledge,  tbat  authorizes 
a  writ  of  error  or  an  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  In  such 
case  as  the  present.  It  would  seem  clear  that  the  case  Is  not  within  the  pur- 
view of  section  8  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  February  9,  1893,  providing  tor  the 
establishment  of  this  court.  Tbat  section  only  applies  to  cases  where  final 
Judgments  by  this  court  have  been  entered,  and  not  to  decisions  to  be  made  and 
certified  to  the  Patent  Office,  under  the  special  directions  of  the  statute. 

We  consider  these  observations  as  applicable  to  the  present  case, 
and  the  result  is  appeal  and  writ  of  error  dismissed,  and  certiorari 
denied. 

Mr.  Justice  Whfte  and  Mr,  Justice  McKenna  dissent. 
Mr.  Justice  Moody  did  not  sit. 
69025— H.  Doc.  1340. 60-2 W 
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DIGEST  OF  DECISIONS. 


[DeciuoDH  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  are  ipdicated  by  a 
star  (*),  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  by  two  etara  (**),  and  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  by  a  da^^er  (t)-1 

ABANDONED  APPLICATIONS. 

1.  Intbbpebinci — Pbiobiit — Appeal  to  Court — Status  of  Rbvitbd  Appu- 

CATioN. — On  an  appeal  on  priority  the  court  will  not  review  the  findings  o^ 
the  CommiBnoner  upon  the  sufficiency  of  a  showing  to  support  a  pelitiixi  for 
the  reinatatement  of  an  abandoned  application  where  there  appeals  to  have 
been  no  abuse  of  power  on  the  part  of  the  Commissioner.  "Kiruman  v. 
StTokm,  523. 

2.  Delay  mot  Unavoidable.— The  fact  that  an  applicant  who  has  allowed  an 

application  to  lapse  by  failure  to  prosecute  becomes  involved  in  an  interfer- 
ence on  a  Bubsequently  filed  application  in  no  way  shows  that  the  delay  in 
proeecuting  the  earlier  application  was  unavoidable.    Ex  parte  Davu,  29S. 

ABANDONED  EXPERIMENTS.     See /nin-/eroi«,  40.  44;   TciitTnonj,,  11. 

Intbhfbbihcb — Pbiobtty. — Where  a  device  was  tested  by  the  assignee  of  the 
inventor  for  half  a  day  in  regular  work,  after  which  no  further  intereet  was 
taken  in  it,  and  it  was  discarded  until  after  the  opposing  party  filed  his 
application,  and  another  device  for  doing  theeame  work,  invented  by  another 
party,  who  was  the  employee  of  the  assignee,  was  made  and  tested,  and  a 
numberofsuch  devices  were  built  and  put  on  the  market,  and  no  application 
was  filed  until  knowledge  was  gained  of  the  invention  of  the  opposing  party, 
Htld  that  such  device  was  merely  an  abandoned  experiment.  "Gordon  v. 
WentKOTlh,  453. 

ABANDONMENT  OF  APPLICATIONS.    See  Abajuhrted  Appliaitimu:  Cotutmc- 
tiono/Statuta,  9,  10;  iTUer/ermce,  13,  57. 

1.  Delay  not  UNAVoiuABLB.^^liere  an  applicant  delays  action  on  an  applica- 

tion beyond  the  statutory  period  in  order  to  prevent  another  party  from 
securing  access  thereto  by  reason  of  its  being  the  parent  case  of  an  application 
involved  in  interference  with  such  party,  ifefif  that  the  failure  to  act  was  not 
unavoidable  within  the  meaning  of  section  4eM  of  the  Revised  Statutes  and 
that  the  application  is  abandoned.     ExparU  Dilg  and  Fowler,  jr.,  58. 

2.  Rssti^NsrvBNEse  of  Action— Re i.nsebtion  of  Claims  apteb  Election. — 

An  amendment  which  is  otherwise  responsive  to  an  action  by  the  office  is 
not  rendered  unresponsive  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  it  includes  a  claim  to 
an  independent  invention,  claims  for  which  were  previously  canceled  upon 
requirement  for  division.  In  such  cases  the  Examiner  should  require  the 
cancelation  of  such  claim  on  the  ground  that  it  covers  an  invention  different 
from  that  originally  elected,  and  the  amendment  should  otherwise  receive 
action  as  though  such  claim  were  not  present.    Ex  parte  Qally,  60. 

3.  PsAcncE— Ahbndhent— Reimsehtino  Claus  to  an  iNnzFENDBNT  Inven- 

tion AFTEK  Election  .—Where  an  applicant  cancels  claims  to  an  independent 
invention  upon  requirement  for  division  and^ust  within  the  year  allowed  by 
law  for  action  responds  to  a  rejection  by  amending  the  rejected  claims  and 
adding  a  series  of  new  claims,  one  of  which  is  drawn  ii>  the  independent 
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inveDtion,  the  amendment  should  be  entered  and  a  requirement  ^ould  be 
madethat  the  reinserted  claim  be  caoceled  on  the  ground  that  applicant  was 
bound  by  his  original  election,  and  at  the  same  time  action  should  be  given 
on  the  morita  of  the  claims  of  the  invention  elected.    Id. 

4.  SomciEKcif  OF  Appwcant's  Action. — Where  the  claims  of  an  applic^ion 
have  been  rejected  and  within  the  year  allowed  for  action  the  applicant,  in 
lieu  of  an  oath  under  Rule  75,  fllea  a  paper  calling  attention  to  certain  testi- 
mony taken  in  an  interference  involving  the  application  of  which  the  appli- 
cation  containii^  the  rejected  claims  was  a  division,  upon  which  reliance  in 
placed  to  show  prior  invention,  and  the  Examiner  does  not  object  to  th« 
competency  of  the  testimony,  but  regards  it  as  insufficient,  the  application 
is  not  abandoned  through  lack  of  proper  proaecution.  The  sufficiency  of 
the  testimony  is  a  question  of  merits,  on  which  the  applicuit  has  a  right  to 
the  opinions  of  the  various  appellate  tribunals.    Ex  parU  Newman,  177. 

6.  Intbrpbrbmcb — Rule  125. — A  declaration  of  abandonment  accompsiiied  by 
a  statement  that  applicant  abandons  certain  counts  because  they  are  either 
limited  or  anticipated  or  are  not  applicable  to  the  structure  will  not  be 
accepted  under  Rule  125.    Comnyton  v.  Tumer,  219. 

6.  SiLMB — Stkikino  frou  Files.— a  declaration  of  abandonment  accompanied 

by  reasons  for  filing  the  same  will  not  be  made  the  bagie  for  judgment  under 
Rule  125,  but  it  should  not  be  stricken  from  the  files.    Id. 

7,  Previocb  Action  Not  Takbn  Till  End  op  STATuroay  Pesiod — Saowroo 

Rbquirbd. — miere  it  apjieais  that  for  several  years  action  upon  the  caae 
has  been  intentionally  delayed  until  the  latter  part  of  the  period  allowed  by 
law  within  which  to  take  such  action,  failure  to  file  an  amendment  within 
the  statutory  period  after  the  last  Office  action  can  be  conatdered  unavoidable 
only  in  view  of  circumstances  of  a  compelling  nature  which  prevented  such 
action.    Ex  parU  Ciolfi,  251. 

ABANDONMENT  OF  INVENTION.    See /tUw/ctmww,  13. 

ACCESS  TO  PENDING  APPLICATIONS.     See  Intrrfennux,  65;  Tradt-Marki,  58. 

1.  Pebuissiom'  to  iNaPBfTT.— A  corporation  which  held  an  exclusive  license  to 

make  and  use  an  article  discloeed  in  certain  applications  went  into  bank- 
ruptcy, and  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy  included  this  license  in  the  assets  of 
the  company.  Held  that  the  purchaser  of  said  assets  at  the  trustee's  sale 
did  not  acquire  such  a  title  to  the  license  as  will  entitle  him  to  be  permitted 
to  inspect  these  appUcationa.     In  re  Bayle,  jr.,  78. 

2.  SsowiNa  OF  Intbsest. — Access  will  not  be  granted  to  a  pMiding  appUcation 

referred  to  in  a  patent  purporting  to  be  a  division  of  such  application  merely 
upon  an  affidavit  by  an  attorney  that  suit  has  been  brou^t  on  such  patent 
against  one  of  petitioner's  customers,  that  petitioner  is  desirous  of  defending 
such  suit,  and  that  access  to  the  prior  application  is  deemed  necessary  in 
order  that  a  proper  defense  may  be  made.  The  practice  reqniree  that  acceee 
to  pending  applications  will  be  refused  except  to  parties  showing  proper 
interest  therein,  and  the  mere  allegation  of  an  attorney  that  the  company 
fw  which  he  is  counsel  desires  to  defend  a  suit  brought  on  a  patent  divided 
out  of  such  application  is  not  a  sufficient  showing  of  interest.  Jn  re  Miami 
Cycle  &  Sifg.  Company,  217. 

ACQUIESCENCE.    See  Trade-Marht,  55,  91. 

ACT  OF  1870,     See  Trade-Marh,  18,  76. 

ADMISSION  OF  EVIDENCE.     See  Inter/erena,  28. 

ADMISSIONS  AT  HEARING. 

1.  Intebferencb — pRioBiTY. — nitere  an  admission  is  made  before  one  of  the 
tribunals  of  this  Office,  the  party  making  such  adminion  ahould  not  there- 
after be  allowed  to  repudiate  it.    Zimmer  v.  Hturttm,  290. 
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2.  Samb— Same.— An  admiarion  nude  at  a  hearing  before  a  tribunal  that  waa  to 

puB  upon  the  question  involved  in  the  case  binds  the  party  making  IL 

*Horton  v.  Zimmer,  555. 
ADOPTION  AND  USE.    See  Trade-Uarkt,  11,  12,  15,  42,  137. 
AFFIDAVITS  OF  ATTORNEY.    See  Accta  to  Pending  Applkatvmt,  2. 
AGENT.     See  Paymmt  of  Final  Fea,  2,  3;  Redudion  to  Praetiee,  5. 
ALLEGATIONS.     See  IiUerferma,  1,  4;  Motion  to  Amend  Preliminary  Sbxtment,  6; 

Prtliminary  SUUemaU,  6;  RtduOion  to  Praetia,  1,  2;  Trade- Mark*,  26, 46, 50, 

62,63. 
ALTERNATIVE.    See  Claimt;  JnUrfereJtee,  1;  Trade-Markt,  133. 
AMENDMENTS.     See  Abandonment  of  Application!,   2,  3,   7;   Motion  to  Dittolot 

Inler/erenee,  2,  3;  Priority  of  Invention,  8;  Signattirt  to  Amendments;  Sped- 

fieationt,  3;   Trade-Marit,  46,  67. 

1.  RioBT  TO  WiTHuaAW. — ^\liere  an  applicant  filed  an  amendment  directing  the 

cancelation  of  the  finally  rejected  claims  of  hie  application  and  requeetiug 
that  the  case  be  pased  to  inue,  but  on  the  same  day  filed  an  appeal  from  the 
Examiner's  final  rejection,  in  which  appeal  papers  he  asked  that  the  amend- 
ment be  withdrawn,  sJthough  the  request  for  the  withdrawal  of  the  amend- 
ment was  informal,  in  that  it  was  embodied  in  the  appeal  papers  instead  of 
in  a  separate  paper,  the  Examiner  ^ould  not  have  entered  the  amendment 
and  paned  the  case  to  iasue  without  givii^  the  applicant  an  opportunity  to 
elect  the  course  he  desired  to  pursue.    Ex  parte  Krute,  65. 

2.  Adding  Claims  Covebino  Matter  Orioikallt  Disclosed. — An  applicant 

has  a  ri^t  to  add  claims  by  amendment  to  cover  matter  which  is  disclosed  . 
in  his  drawings,  but  not  originally  claimed,  where  the  original  specifications 
refer  to  such  matter  as  an  essential  part  of  the  construction  sought  to  be 
patented.     'PInllip*  v.  Sentenidi,  391. 

3.  Rule  68— Dblat.^Au  amendment  touching  the  merits  of  the  case  will  not 

beadmitt«d  under  the  provisions  of  Rule  68  unless  accompanied  bya  verified 
showing  of  good  and  sufficient  reasons  why  it  was  not  earlier  presented.  Ex 
parte  Brown  and  Sprint,  194. 

AMENDMENT  TO  OPPOSITION.    See  Trade-Markt.  28,  50,  60, 10». 

AMENDMENT  TO  PRELIMINARY  STATEMENT.  See  Motion  to  Amend  Prt- 
liminary Statement,  5,  fl;  Preliminary  Statement,  1,  5,  6,  7. 
iNTERrBBENCB. — A  motiou  to  amend  a  pTelimiuary  statement  will  not  be  granted 
in  the  absence  of  a  valid  ground  therefor,  even  thou^  the  proposed  amend- 
ment does  not  seek  to  change  the  sequence  of  dates  set  up  or^nally  by  the 
respective  parties.    Ridgway  v.  Tilyou,  246. 

ANALOGOUS  USE.    See  Patentability,  3. 

ANCILLARY   QUESTIONS.    See  Interference,  21;  Priority  of  Invention,  10. 

ANTICIPATION.  See  InvmHon,  I,  4;  Patentability,  3;  Trade-Markt,  48,  65,  68, 
71,  75,  96. 

APPEAL.    See  Interference,  22,  30,  32;  Jurisdietion  of  the  Commitiioner  of  Patentt; 
Preliminary  Statement,  8;   Trade-Markt,  64,  73,  80. 
Objection  to  Fokk  o?  Action.— The  objection  to  the  torm  of  an  action  embodied, 
after  verdict,  in  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  comee  too  late  to  be  available  in  an 
appellate  court.     •*  American  Tobacco  Company  v.  Werekmeitler,  571. 

APPEAL  FROM  THE  EXAMINER  OF  INTERFERENCES.  See  Appeal  to 
the  Examinert-in-Chief:  Intafermee,  6,  15,  47;  Motion  to  Suppreu  Tettimong; 
Trade-Markt,  22,  27,  101,  125. 

APPEAL  FROM  FAVORABLE  DECISIONS.  See  Interference,  7,  8,  15,  18,  27; 
Motkm  to  Dittolve  Interference,  7;  Public  Ute,  2. 

APPEAL  TO  THE  COMMISSIONER  OF  PATENTS,    See  Interference.  43,  48,  51. 
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APPEAL  TO  THE  COURT  OF  APPEALS  OF  THE  DISTEICT  OP  COLnM- 
BIA,  See  Ahandaned  Applicatiom,  5,  6;  Court  of  AppeaU  of  the  Dittriet  of 
Columbia;  Inttr/rrence,  21,  42,  43;  Motion  to  Svpprat  Tatimoni/,  1;  Jte- 
opening  of  Decided  Caus. 

APPEAL  TO  THE  EXAMINERS-IN-OHIEF. 

Ihtebpbbence — Psiomrr — Assionm eht  of  Ebsobs. — On  appeal  to  tbe  Exam- 
inere-in-Chief  from  a  dectBion  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  an  aaaignnieDt 
of  error  which  assails  the  decieion  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  in  award- 
ing priority  on  the  whole  caw  to  the  opposing  party  is  sufficient  to  preserve 
appellant's  right  to  ai^e  the  question  of  ru  adjadicata  by  reason  of  a  judgment 
in  a  prior  interference.    ''CaroU  v.  Hallwood,  444. 

APPEAL  TO  THE  SECRETARY  OF  THE  INTERIOR.  Sm  Rmemil  of  For. 
fated  Applications,  3. 

APPEAL  TO  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.  See 
DecUioTU  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  Diibict  of  Columbia, 

APPLICANT  AND   PATENTEE.     See  Burden  of  Proof . 

APPLICANT  AND   REGISTRANT.     See  Trade-Marka,  15. 

APPLICATIONS.  See  Abandoned  AppUeatiotu;  Abandonment  of  ApplieatioTu: 
Aeeeti  to  Pending  Applicationt;  Amendment*;  Claim;  Comtruction  of 
Statutes,  56;  DaU  of  Filing  Application;  Belay  in  Claiming  Invention;  Delay 
in  Filing  Application;  Divisiorial  Application;  Division  of  Applications; 
Drawings;  Examination  of  Applications;  Motion  to  Amend  Applications: 
New  Application;  Payment  of  Final  Feet;  Reissue  ApplicatioTU;  Renewal 
of  Forfeited  Applications;  Tko  Applications  by  Same  Inventor. 

APPOINTMENT  OF  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  UNITED  STATES.  See  Trade- 
Marks,  7. 

ASSIGNEES.  See  Construciion  of  Slalutei,  10;  Interference,  M,  57;  Motion  to  Dis- 
solve Interference,  17;  Preliminary  Statement,  3;  Priorily  of  Invention,  6. 

ASSIGNMENT  OF  ERROR.    See  Appeal  to  the  Bxamin^^n-Chief 

ASSIGNMENTS.  See  Construction  of  Statutes,  2;  Construciion  of  Trade-Mark  SUU- 
utes,  1;  Copyright,  5,  6;  Grant  of  PatenU:  Trade-Marks,  58. 
Rbsbbvation — License. — An  instrument  purporting  t«  convey  "an  undivided 
one-eixth  of  all  right,  title  and  interest "  in  an  invention,  but  reserving  to  the 
assignor  the  sole  right  to  manufocture  and  sell  the  invention  and  providing 
that  the  aaignee  "shall  not  eo  manufacture  and  sell"  except  by  assignor's 
consent,  conveys  nothing  more  than  a  right  to  use  the  invention.  It  is  a  mere 
license  and  not  an  assignment  and  is  not  such  an  interest  as  would  warrant 
the  issuance  of  the  patent  to  the  grantee,  notwithstanding  the  request  in  such 
instrument  that  the  patent  bo  iasue.    Ex  parte  Tolxaferro,  222. 

ATTORNEY.  See  Construction  of  Statutes,  8;  Signature  to  Amendments:  Testimony, 
4;  Trade-Marks,  7,  100,  108,  109. 

AUTHORITY  OF  THE  COMMISSIONER  OF  PATENTS.  See  DaU  of  FUing 
Application. 

BANKRUPTCY.    See  Access  to  Pending  Applicatums,  1. 

BARTOPATENT.  See/nter/efwi«e,4,24;  Jurisdiction  of  the  C(m.mittioner(^PateniK 
Two  Applicationt  by  Same  Inventor. 

BAR  TO  REGISTRATION.     See  Trade-Marts,  18,  82. 

BURDEN  OF  PROOF.  See  Employer  and  Emplayu,  2;  InUrfermoe,  29;  ifotton  to 
Dimilve  Interference,  15;  Trade-Marks,  120, 
Intebfbbence— iNADVKKTENTLY-IaBUEn  PATENT.— Where  a  patent  ia  inad- 
vertently issued,  while  an  application  by  another  is  pending,  without  an 
interference,  no  advantage  accrues  to  the  patentee  on  the  question  of  burden 
of  proof.    *Cutler  v.  Leonard,  483. 
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CANCELATION  OP  TRADE-MARK  CERTIFICATES.  See  Trade- Marh,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  31,  32,  33,  41,  42,  43, 103, 103,  ItM,  113,  114,  115, 116, 118,  122. 

CERTIFICATE  OF  COURT.     See  Trade-Marki,  68. 

CERTIORARI. 

Rbvibw  op  Facts. —The  concurrent  finding  of  a  circuit  court  Mid  circuit  court 
of  appeals  on  questiona  of  fact  will  not  be  disturbed  by  the  Federal  Supreme 
Court  on  certiorari  unless  clearly  erroneous.  '"Conlintrtfal  Paper  Bag  Com- 
pang  v.  Etutern  Paper  Bag  Company,  594. 

CLAIMS.  See  Abandonment  of  Applieatioru,  2,  3;  Amendment*,  12;  Corutrudion  of 
Claane;  Seiaue  AppUealiemt. 

1.  Altb&nattvb  Exprbsbionb. — Alternative  expreniona  in  claims  are  not  gen- 

erally permitted;  but  where  two  terms  are  employed  to  designate  a  particular 
element,  both  of  which  terms  deecribe  the  element  correctly,  the  claim  is  not 
objectionable,  as  the  altemativeneas  is  of  language  rather  than  of  structure. 
Ex  parte  Holder,  C.  D.,  1903,  442;  107  0.  G.,  833;  Phillip*  v.  Sentenick,  14. 

2.  "AaBB8T08  OB  It8  EQUIVALENT" — ALT«aNATivK.~The  expression  "aobeeloe 

or  its  equivalent"  occumng  in  a  claim  renders  the  claim  objectionable  as 
being  alternative  in  form.    Ex  parte  Phillip*,  195. 

CLASSIFICATION. 

Rbqubst  por  Tranbfbr  from  Okb  Division  to  Anotbbb.— The  filing  of  peti- 
tions requesting  that  ad  application  be  transferred  from  one  division  to  another, 
which  are  in  the  nature  of  complaints,  condemned .    Bx  parte  Uaffnard,  279. 

CLASS  OF  GOODS.  See  Trade-Mark*,  25,  48,  W,  81,  63,  68,  69,  70,  71,  73,  74,  75, 
77,  113. 

COAT-OF-ARMS.    See  Trwk-MaTU,  124,  128. 

COMBINATION.    See /nwniwn,  4,  5. 

COMITY  BETWEEN  COURTS.    See  Infiingement,  1. 

COMMISSIONER  OP  PATENTS.  See  Abandtmed  Application*,  1;  OmitmeHon  of 
Statute*,  3,  9;  Court  of  Appeal*  of  the  DitlAa  of  Colxanhia,  3;  DaU  of  Filing 
Apflieation:  Interfatnxe,  6,  13,  18,  23,  43;  Juritdidion  of  the  Commietioner 
of  Palatt*:  Juritdiaion  of  the  Court  of  Appeal*  of  the  Di*tria  of  Colamlna 
Over  Practice  in  the  Patent  Office;  New  ApplitaHon;  Public  XJte;  Renewal 
of  Forfeited  Appliajtioni,  3,  4;  Rule*  of  Praetice  of  the  United  Stale*  Patent 
Office:  Trade-Mark*,  31,  117,  122. 

CONCEALMENT  OF  INVENTION.  See  Interferma:,  34,  53,  57;  Reduction  to 
Practice,  10. 
Intbbfbrence — pRioRiry. — The  concealment  and  suppression  of  an  invention 
after  a  reduction  to  practice  for  a  period  of  mote  than  two  yeaie,  until  definite 
knowledge  was  obtained  of  the  invention  of  another  party,  who  in  the  mean- 
time had  made  the  invention  and  placed  it  upon  the  market,  is  sufficient  to 
defeat  the  right  to  a  patent.  (JfoHfe*  v.  Burl,  C.  D.,  1905,  574;  114  0.  G., 
764;  24  App.  D.  C,  265.)    'Gordon  v.  Wenlworth,  453. 

CONCEPTION  OF  INVENTION.    See  Preliminary  Statement,  9,  10. 

CONCESSION  OF  PRIORITY.    See  Priorittf  of  Invention,  6. 

CONSTITUTIONAL  RIGHTS.    See  Proce**  of  Law. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  CLAIMS. 

1.  LimiATioN  BY  DBSCBiFnoN.— An  inventer  must  deecribe  what  he  conceives 

to-be  the  beet  mode  of  constructing  his  invention;  but  he  is  not  confined  to 
that  if  his  claims  are  broad,  particularly  where  he  stales  in  hie  specification 
that  means  other  than  the  means  shown  may  be  employed.  **C<mtinental 
Paper  Bag  Company  v.  Eaelem  Paper  Bag  Company,  594. 

2.  "Mbanb"  roB  PBRPOBMiNa  Certain  Functions.— The  following  claim:  "In 

a  paper-bag  machine,  the  combination  of  a  rotating  cylinder  provided  with 
one  or  more  pain  of  side-tonning  fingers  adapted  to  be  moved  toward  or  from 
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each  other,  a  fonning-pUte  ftlso  provided  with  aide-fonimig  fingere  ad&pted 
to  be  moved  toward  or  from  each  other,  means  for  operating  eaid  fingers  at 
definite  times  during  the  formative  action  upon  the  bag-tube,  operating 
means  for  the  forming-plate  adapt«d  to  cause  the  said  plate  to  oscillate  sbout 
its  rear  edge  upon  the  surface  of  the  cylinder  during  the  rotary  movement  of 
said  cylinder,  the  whole  operating  for  the  purpose  of  opening  and  forming  the 
bottom  of  the  bag-tube,  and  means  to  move  the  bag-tube  with  the  cylinder," 
Held  not  merely  for  the  function  of  the  machine,  but  for  mechanical  means 
to  bring  into  working  relation  the  folding-plato  and  cylinder.  *'Iti. 
3.  State  or  the  Abt.^A  limited  coostruction  will  not  be  put  upon  the  terms  of 
a  claim  where  it  appean  that  the  art  is  comparatively  new  and  the  terms  used 
have  not  acquired  a  fixed  and  definite  meaning  therein.  '^lAndmart  v. 
HodgtimoTt,  540. 

C^ONSTBUCTION  OF  RULES.  See  Abandonmmt  of  AppliEatumi,  S,  6;  Ammd- 
TtttTtU,  3;  ExaTniruUiono/Applieatwn»,b,S;InUr/eren/x,  7, 8, 10,  U,  Ifi,  19,  20, 
37;  Motion  to  Amend  Applieationt,  1,  2;  Motion  to  DiMolvt  Inter/erenet,  1,  7, 
10, 14;  I'reliminary  Slalement,  3;  Tettijnoni/,  1,  6. 

CONSTRUCTION  OP  STATUTES.  See  Abandonmmt  of  Applieationt,  1;  Contlrue- 
lion  of  Trade-Mori  Slatuta;  Copyright;  Dednom  of  the  Court  of  Appeal*  of 
the  Ditlrict  of  Columbia;  Examivalitm  of  ApplicatumM,  6;  Interfererux,  18; 
Pajpnent  of  filial  Feet;  Renetiial  of  Forfeited  Applieationt,  1;  IVade-Mari*, 
81, 132. 

1.  CoPYBioBT. — Inconstruingastatutethecourtisnotalwaysconfinedtoa  literal 

reading  thereof,  and  may  consider  its  object  and  purpose,  the  things  with 
'  which  it  is  dealing,  and  the  conditions  of  a&irs  which  led  to  its  enactment 
so  as  to  effectuate  rather  than  destroy  the  spirit  and  force  of  the  law  which  the 
legislature  intended  to  enact.  '^Amaiean  Tobaroo  Company  v.  Werdhntitta, 
571. 

2.  Section  4952  as   Ahenubd  -Marcr  3,   1891,   CoNarauBD  —  Ubamino  or 

"AseiONB." — The  word  "assigns"  in  section  4B52,  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended  March  3,  ISSl,  (26  Stat.  L.,  1106,  c.  &6S;  U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1901,  p. 
3406,)  is  not  used  as  descriptive  of  the  character  of  the  estate  which  the 
"author,  inventor,  designer  or  proprietor"  may  acquire.  The  statute  was 
intended  to  give  to  the  assigns  of  the  original  owner  of  the  right  to  copyright 
mn  article  the  right  to  take  out  the  copyright  secured  by  the  statute  inde- 
pendently of  the  ownership  of  the  article  itself.    **  Id. 

3.  SicnoH  4904,  Reviskd  Statdtbb— Coumisbiohbb  May  Dklboatb  Adthor- 

ITY.— Although  section  4904,  Revised  Statutes,  provides  that  whenever  "in 
the  opinion  of  the  Commissioner"  an  interference  exists  notice  shall  be  given 
to  the  parties,  eto.,  the  Commissioner  is  not  obliged  penonally  to  determine 
in  the  first  instance  whether  an  interference  in  fact  exists,  but  may  del^ate 
this  duty  to  the  Primary  Examiner.  The  demands  of  the  statute  are  fully 
met  when  it  is  provided  that  at  some  stage  in  the  proceedings  the  personal 
opinion  of  the  Commissioner  may  be  invoked  by  either  party.  *  ^Titled 
Statei  of  Ameriea,  ex  rel.  The  Newoomb  Motor  Company,  v.  Moore,  Comtnit- 
tiowr  of  Patent*,  332. 

4.  Right  to  Have  Claims  Twice  Rejected — Inter  Partes  Case.— The  pro- 

visions of  the  statutes  givii^  an.applicant  the  right  to  have  his  claim  twice 
rejected  (sees.  4903 and 4909,  irS.)doeenotapply  in  tn(«rp<irM)casee.     *B. 

5.  Section  4887,  Revised  Stattii'eb. — The  second  clause  of  section  48S7,  Revised 

Statutes,  as  amended  March  3, 1903,  construed  and  Held  not  to  be  retroactive 
and  not  to  apply  to  applications  pending  at  the  time  of  its  passage.  *Dt  Per- 
ronti  V.  LiT^mark,  3S3. 
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6.  FoKKON  Appucation  . — Under  the  provifiioiia  of  this  section  an  applicant  who 

filed  ut  application  in  this  country  after  the  passage  of  the  act  is  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  a  foreign  application  for  the  same  invention  filed  lees  than 
twelve  months  prior  to  the  domeetic  application,  although  such  foreign  appli- 
cation was  filed  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act.    *Id. 

7.  Act  of  Uarch  3, 1903.— The  act  of  MsjY^h,  1903,  by  which  the  limitation  within 

which  an  application  must  be  filed  in  this  country  after  the  filing  of  a  iore^ 
application  for  the  same  invention  was  extended  from  seven  months  to  twelve 
months  construed  and  Htld  not  to  apply  to  applications  pending  at  the  date 
of  its  passage.    *GiitHifftt,  Benoit,  and  NicauU  v.  Wietortohn,  367. 

8.  NoTAUBs— May  Not  Take  AcKNOwLBDaUENTB,  btc.,  op  Cuents  in  Oases 

Bkforb  the  Departmbnts  op  the  United  States  Govesnhbnt^-Section 
558,  CoDB  OP  District  op  Columbia,  Construed. — Held  that  the  provisions 
of  section  55S  of  the  Code  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  which  provides  that  no 
notary  public  shall  be  authorized  to  take  acknowledgments,  admini6t«r  oaths, 
ceitifypapters,  or  periorm  any  official  acts  in  connection  with  matters  in  which 
he  is  employed  as  counsel,  attorney,  or  agent,  or  in  which  he  may  be  in  any 
way  interested,  for  any  of  the  Departments  of  the  United  States  Government 
in  the  District  of  Columbia  or  elsewhero,  applies  to  all  notaries,  whether 
within  or  without  the  District  of  Columbia.  *7A«  HtdVt  Safe  Company  v. 
Herring-Hall-  Marvin  Safe  Company,  473. 

9.  Rbnewai.  op  Application— Abasdommbnt—Sbction  4897,  Revised  Stat- 

UTKa, — Under  section  4897,  Revised  Statutes,  relating  to  the  renewal  of 
forieited  appUcations,  providing  that  "upon  the  hearing  of  renewed  applica- 
tions preferred  under  this  section,  abandonment  shall  be  considered  as  a 
question  of  fact,"  the  question  of  abandonment  is  one  to  be  determined  upon 
pnxif  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  and  will  not  be  preeumed  from  laches  in 
filing  the  renewal  application,  although  it  may  be  within  the  power  of  the 
Commissioner,  whenever  he  entertains  a  doubt  as  to  whether  there  has  been 
abandonment,  to  require  an  explanation  of  the  delay.  'Cviler  v,  Leonard, 
483. 
10.  Revival — Case  Forually  Abandoned. — Section  4894,  Revised  Statutes, 
does  not  authorize  the  Commissioner  to  set  aside  a  formal  abandonment  of 
the  application  filed  by  the  applicant  with  the  concunence  of  his  assignee. 
Ex  parU  Hirth,  240. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  TRADE-MARK  RULES.    See  Tinde-Marht,  73,  121,  131. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  TRADE-MARK  STATUTES.  See  Trade-Marlu,  3,  4,  fl,  7, 
16,17,18,19,21,23,31,32,33,36,38,40,43,69,86,76,80,86,100,102,103,104, 
106,  114, 121,  122,  126,  128,  135. 

1.  AasioNMBNTS  OP  Tebritoriai.  Riohtb— Not  Recoboablb.— Section  2  and 

section  10  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  construed  and  Htld  not  to  provide  Cor  the 
recording  of  a  paper  purporting  to  grant  a  mere  territorial  right  to  the  use  of 
a  trade-mark.     In  re  Natwnal  Chemieal  Company,  138. 

2.  Rboibtrabiutt — Discretion    op    Comhissioneb. — The  purpose  of  the  act 

of  1905  is  to  prevent  and  not  to  promote  confusion,  to  protect  and  not  to 
deceive  the  pubUc.  The  language  used  empowers  the  Comminioner  to 
exercise  his  discretion  as  to  whethw  a  proposed  mark  should  be  registered. 
If  in  his  opinion  its  registration  will  "be  likely  to  cause  confusion  or  mistake 
in  the  mind  of  the  public"  or  "deceive  purchaaws,"  he  is  bound  to  reject  it. 
•/n  re  S.  C.  SerM  Importing  Compare,  383. 
CONTINUOUS  APPLICATION. 

1.  Subjbct-Haitbr  Disclosbd  in  Prior  Patent. — An  application  filed  within 
one  year  aft«r  the  grant  of  a  patent  dieclosiDg  the  subject-matter  of  such 
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application  ia  not  a.  continuation  of  the  application  on  which  nich  patent 
was  granted  and  is  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  date  of  euch  prior  applica- 
tion. Although  the  claims  of  the  second  application  were  made  in  the  pri<» 
application,  on  which  the  pal«nt  wae  granted,  and  could  have  been  divided 
out  therefrom,  and  the  d»l«  of  the  prior  application  could  have  been  thus 
*  secured,  when  the  patent  was  granted  the  application  wae  meiged  in  the 

patent,  the  proceeding  was  cloeed,  and  there  wae  nothing  to  be  continued, 
■/n  re  SpiUtUr  and  Kritdit,  374. 
2.  Doctrine  of  Not  to  bb  Extended. — The  rule  which  permits  a  divisional 
application  to  relate  back  to  the  filing  date  of  the  original,  which  also  diit- 
cloeee  its  subject-matter,  aa  long  bb  it  remains  open  in  the  Patent  Office  ia  a 
very  liberal  one,  that  sometimes  works  hardship  upon  intermediate  inventors, 
and  it  ought  not  to  be  extended  to  casee  not  clearly  within  it.    'Id. 

CONTRACTS.    See  PaUnt  Right. 

COPIES  OF  PENDING  APPLICATIONS.    See  Trode-Marhi,  58. 
■  COPYRIGHT.     See  C(Wi*(ruc(um  ofSUUuUa,  1,  2;  Ptoccm  of  Law. 

1.  Pubucation  Abroad  Withodt  Notice  op  Copykioht — Effect  on  Rights 

IN  This  Codntry.— The  requirement  of  the  act  ot  June  18,  1874,  chapter 
301,  section  1,  18  SUtulfs,  78  (Rev.  Stat.,  sec.  49S2,)  Chat  "no  penon shall 
maintain  an  action  for  the  infringement  of  his  copyright"  unless  the  required 
notice  shall  be  inserted  in  the  several  copies  of  every  edition  published 
doee  not  extend  to  publications  abroad,  and  the  owner  of  a  work  copyrighted 
in  this  country  may  restrain  the  publication  thereof  by  another  who  has 
imported  for  purposes  of  reproduction  copiee  published  by  such  owner  abroad 
without  such  notice.  **  United  Dictionary  Company  v.  0.  it  C  Merriam 
Company,  559. 

2.  Infrinoeuent — Musical  Composition. — The  copyright  of  a  musical  compo- 

sition which  is  published  in  the  form  of  sheet-music  is  not  infringed  by  a 
perforated  roll  of  paper  designed  to  be  used  in  connection  with  an  automatic 
piano-player  in  reproducing  the  music  recorded  in  the  copyrighted  sheets, 
since  such  perforated  roll  is  not  a  "copy"  within  the  m««ning  of  the  copy- 
right statutes.  **  Whitesmith  Music  P\ibli>hing  Company  v.  Apollo  Company, 
562. 

3.  Propbrtv    Riohts    in,    Creatdbe    op    Federal    Statute. — I^perty  in 

copyright  is  the  creature  of  the  Federal  statute  passed  in  the  exercise  of  the 
power  vested  in  Congress  by  the  Federal  Constitution  in  Article  I,  section  8, 
"to  promote  the  progress  of  science  and  useful  tfrta  by  securing  for  limited 
times  to  authors  and  inventors  the  exclusive  right  to  their  respective  writ- 
ings and  discoveries."  (See  Wheaton  v.  Pelert,  8  Pet.,  591,  656;  Bolmea  v. 
Hwit,  174  U.  S.,  82;  Banki  v.  Manchester,  128  U.  S.,  244,  252;  Thompson  v. 
Hubbard,  131  U.  S.,  123,  151.)  **Amtricim  Tobacco  Company  v.  Weni- 
meitler,  571. 

4.  Section  4962  of  the  Revised  Statutes  Con bteubd— Where  Notice  Should 

BE  Inscribed. — Section  4962  of  the  Revised  Statutes  as  amended  by  act  of 
June  18,  1874,  chapter  301,  (IS  Stat.  L.,  78;  U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1901,  p.  3411,) 
providing  "that  no  person  shall  maintain  an  action  for  the  infringement  of 
bis  copyright  unless  he  shall  give  notice  thereof  by  inserting  in  the  several 
copies  of  every  edition  published  *  •  *  by  inscribing  upon  some  visible 
portion  thereof,  or  of  the  substance  on  which  the  same  shall  bemoimled,  "the 
notice  of  copyright,  has  not  for  its  object  to  require  the  inscription  upon  the 
original  painting,  map,  etc.,  but  only  upon  those  published  copies  concern- 
ing which  it  is  designed  to  convey  information  to  the  public  which  shall 
limit  its  use  and  circumscribe  the  rights  of  the  purchaser.    *'Id. 
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6.  AssioNiiENT. — Ad  iiutniinent  providing  th&t  "I  hereby  tranafer  the  copy- 
right in  my  picture  'Chonu'  to  the  Photognphieche  Oeaellscbaft,  Berlin 
(The  Berlin  Photographic  Company)  for  the  sum  of  £200,  London,  April  2, 
18M,"  signed  by  the  author  of  the  painting,  Held  to  conatitute  A  complete 
ttauafer  of  the  property  right  of  copyright  exinting  in  the  pictUK,  there  being 
no  evidence  of  any  intention  on  the  part  of  the  author  to  retain  any  further 
interest  in  the  copyright.    **Jd. 

6.  Same. — An  author  may,  before  publication,  assign  the  right  or  privilc^  of 

taking  a  copyright  independent  of  the  tranafer  of  the  copyri^table  thing 
itaelf.    -W. 

7.  Paintino — LoRS  op  Riohtb  by  Public  EXHiBrnoK. — The  exhibition  of  a 

painting  at  a  public  gallery  by  the  author  prior  to  copyrighting  the  mme  does 
not  deprive  him  or  hie  aaeigne  from  subsequently  eecurii^  a  valid  copyright 
where  the  same  waa  expressly  entered  at  the  gallery  with  copyri^t  reeen'ed, 
—Id. 

8.  Action — Section  4966,    Rrvibkd  Statutes — Surr  to  Recover  Penalty  ■ 

Aftek  Judoment  op  FoaPErmRE. — After  judgment  of  forfeiture  of  infringing 
copies  of  a  copyrighted  painting  under  section  4965  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
(U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1901,  p.  3414)  a  separate  action  cannot  be  maintained  to 
recover  the  penalty  prescribed  in  said  section  for  every  infringing  copy  of  tbe 
copyrighted  painting  found  in  the  infringer's  poeeeeeion  («aold  by  him,  since 
such  section  contemplates  but  a  sii^le  action  in  the  nature  of  replevin,  in 
which  may  be  had  both  a  forfeiture  and  a  recovery  of  penalties.  ""^Wrrct- 
meitUr  v.  Ameriean  Tobacco  Company,  682. 

CORPORATIONS.  See  Aax$»  to  Pending  ApplicalUmt,  1;  Procat  of  Law;  Trade- 
Jtforit.  56,  57. 

COURT  OP  APPEALS  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA.  See  J«nadieti<m 
of  tht  Court,  of  Appeal!  of  the  Dittriet  of  Columbia  Over  Practire  in  the  Patent 
Office. 

1.  Review  by  Court  op  Concurrent  Decisiokh  op  Patent  Oppice  TaiBr- 

NALS. — To  justify  the  court  of  appeals  in  reversing  the  concurrent  decisions 
of  the  Patent  Office  tribunals  on  a  conclusion  of  focts,  plain  error  must  be 
shown.     *Siei  v.  Kirkegaard  and  Jebten,  312. 

2.  Same. — To  justify  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  reversing  the  unanimous  decisions 

of  the  Patent  Office  tribunals  error  therein  must  be  made  to  clearly  appear. 
*Onderdonk  v.  Parlfi,  438. 

3.  Consideration  of  Question  Not  Raised  Below. — Alignments  of  error  by 

the  Commissioner  of  Patents  raising  the  queetiou  of  the  sufficiency  of  dis- 
closure in  appellee's  applications  wilt  be  given  but  passing  notice  by  the 
court  of  appeals  where  such  question  was  not  raised  before  the  tribunals  of 
the  Patent  Office.  It  was  incumbent  upon  appellant  to  "raise  this  question 
before  the  Primary  Examiner,  whoee  skill  in  the  particular  art  peculiarly 
qualified  him  to  consider  it."     *CtUler  v.  Leonard,  483, 

CROSS-EXAMINATION.     See  Inter/erenee,  5;   Tntimony,  5. 

DATE  OF  FILING  APPLICATION.    See  Continuovi  Application:  Dirntimtat  Ap- 

Authobitt  op  Commissioner. — Where  by  reason  of  a  foreign  patent  it  was 
necessary  that  the  applicant  file  his  application  in  the  United  Slates  Patent 
Office  not  later  than  March  15,  1908,  and  application  papers  were  dofKisited 
in  the  mail  at  Paterson,  N.  J.,  on  Friday,  March  13,  1908,  at  five  o'clock,  but 
did  not  reach  the  Patent  Office  until  Monday,  March  16.  Held  that  the  Com- 
miMioner  is  without  authority  to  give  the  application  the  date  of  March  14, 
1908,  as  requested.  Ex  parte  Meier,  2SH. 
DECEPTION.     See  Trade-Marit,  105. 
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DECISIONS  OF  THE  COURT  OF  APPEALS  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLCM- 
BIA.  See  Jurisdietion  of  the  CommiMumer  of  PatenU. 
Interference  Cases — Not  Final — No  Appeal  to  Supreiie  Court  op  the 
United  States. — A  decision  of  lie  Court  oi  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia on  au  appeal  from  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  is  not  "final "  wtthin 
the  meaning  of  sections  8  of  the  act  of  February  9,  1893;  (27  Stat.,  434,  436, 
c.  74)  and  therefore  ie  not  appealable  to  the  Supreme  Court  ol  the  United 
Slat«8.     "Frntch  v.  Moore,  600. 

DECISIONS  OF  THE  EXAMINERS.    See  Uandamia. 

DECISIONS  OF  THE  LOWER  COURTS  AFFIRMED.     See  In/ringemmt,  1. 

DECISIONS  OF  THE  PATENT  OFFICE  TRIBUNALS.  See  Court  of  AppeaU 
of  the  DUtrkt  of  Columbia;  Pnonty  of  Invention,  10;  Reopening  of  Ded/Ud 
Catti. 

DELAY.  See  Delay  in  Claiming  IneenHon;  Delay  in  Filing  Appliealwn;  Inteiferenee, 
44,  45;  Reduction  to  Practice,  7. 

DELAY  IN  BRINGING  MOTIONS.  See  InUr/erence.bO,  Motion  to  Amend  Appti~ 
cation*,  2;  Motion  to  Amend  Preliminary  Statement,  1 ,  6;  Motion  to  Dimolve 
Interference,  4,  6,  6,  16. 

DELAY  IN  CLAIMING  INVENTION. 

Inteefbebhcb— Divisional  A ppucati on b.— Applicant  does  not  loee  hie  right 
to  claim  an  invention  dincloeed  in  his  application  by  the  fact  that  he  make«no 
specific  claim  thereto  until  after  another  party  files  his  application  for  the 
same  invention.    * Lolt.  v.  Kenny,  467. 

DELAY  IN  FILING  AMENDMENTS.    See  ^m«n*nm(«,  3. 

DELAY  IN  FILING  APPLICATION.  See  Co?M(rw«twmo/Sta(a(«,9;  Interferenet, 
40,41,43,45. 

1.  IsTBRPERENCE—PBJoHrrr— Reduction  to  Practics.— After  reduction  to 

practice  of  an  invention  a  mere  delay  of  the  inventor  in  applying  for  a  patent, 
in  the  absence  of  concealment,  abandonment,  or  suppremion,  will  not  prevent 
the  inventor  from  fjettinga  patent  based  upon  priority  of  invention.  *  Sote  v. 
Clifordand  Newell  et  at.,  457. 

2.  Same— Same— DiLiOENcE.— The  inventor  is  entitled  to  a  reasonable  time  to 

perfect  his  invention  before  applying  for  a  patent,  and  what  is  a  reasonable 
time  is  dependent  upon  the  circumstances  of  the  particular  case.  "Mead  v. 
Davit  and  Vamey,  532. 

DELAY  IN  FILING  PETITION  FOR  REHEARING.    Bw  Rehearing. 

DELAY  IN  FILING  PRELIMINARY  STATEMENT.  See  PreliminaTy  State- 
ment, 1,4. 

DELAY  IN  FILING  TESTIMONY.    See /nfarftrente,  47. 

DELAY  IN  PROSECUTING  APPLICATION.  See  Abandoned  Appiieationt,  2; 
Abandonment  of  Applications,  7. 

DEMURRER.    See  IVarfe-Jforh,  31,  60,  63. 

DESCRIPTION,     See  Conttruction  of  Claims,  1;  Speeificalvms,  \. 

DESCRIPTIVE  TERMS.  See  Trade-Marks,  I,  2,  6.  13,  14,  22,  23,  24,  35,  37,  38. 39, 
44,  45,  52,  54,  81,  72,  84,  87,  93,  99,  107,  126,  120. 

DEPOSITION.     See  r^itmon!/,  1. 

DILIGENCE.  See  Delay  in  Filing  AppHeatxon;  Interferenet,  11, 12, 40, 41, 43, 44, 46; 
Preliminary  Statement,  1;  Priority  of  Invention,  3,  4;  Reduction  to  Practice, 
6,  7,  8. 

DISCLOSURE  OF  INVENTION.  Sec  Amendment;  2;  Cowt  of  Appeal*  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  3;  InUrference,  31,  33,  38,  49,  52;  PreliminaTy  Statement, 
9,  6,  9,  10;  Reduction  to  Practice,  6,  7,  8;  Reissue  Applications,  3. 

DISCRETION  OF  THE  COMMISSIONER  OF  PATENTS.  See  Construction  of 
Trade-Mark  Statute*,  2;  Interference,  32;  Trade-Mart*.  60. 
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DISCRETION  OF  THE  EXAMINER  OF  INTERFERENCES.  See  Interference, 
29;  pTeHminaryStattmitnlyi;  Su»pengion  of  Interfertnce;  Trade- Mark* ,  10,  51. 

DIVISIONAL  APPLICATION.  See  Acau  to  Pending  Applicaliom,  2;  Continu- 
out  Application,  2;  Uotian  to  Dittolre  Interference,  15. 
iNTBBrESBNCB — Entitlbd  to  Date  of  Orioinal  as  CoNSTHTrcrrvK  Redoction 
TO  Practice, — A  division&l  application  datee  back  to  the  original  one  and 
Becuree  to  the  applicant  the  benefit  of  a  constructive  reduction  to  practice, 
whether  the  claims  of  the  diviaioDsl  application  were  in  the  oripiinal  when 
filed  or  not.    "Lolz  v.  Kenny,  467. 

DIVISION  OF  APPLICATIONS.    See  Abandonment  of  Apptieationi,  2,  3. 

1.  RBQinREMENT  OP— Cursory  Examination.— Where  a  requirement  o(  division 

is  made,  the  moat  pertinent  references  readily  available  should  be  cited  in 
order  that  the  applicant  may  be  able  to  intelligibly  divide  bis  application. 
Ex  parte  Moorhead,  48. 

2.  Appeai/— Res  Anodicata. — Where  a  requirement  fordivision  between  proc- 

eea,  article,  and  apparatus  claims,  made  by  the  Primary  Examiner  and 
affirmed  by  the  Examiners-in-Chief  and  Commissioner,  has  been  complied 
with,  the  Examiner  is  not  precluded  from  requiring  division  between  the 
claims  presented  in  one  of  the  divisional  applications  relating  to  the  article 
upon  the  ground  that  they  cover  different  species.  The  question  of  division 
as  between  different  species  of  the  article  is  not  re»  adjudieata  in  the  divisional 
application,  as  it  was  not  one  of  the  questions  paseed  upon  by  the  Examiners- 
in-Cbief.    Ex  parU  iicHah,  185. 

DOUBLE  USE.    See  Invention  5. 

DRAWINGS.    See  Amendment!,  2;  Teelimony,  7. 

1.  Afpucation. — The  conclusion  of  the  chief  draftsman  as  to  whether  or  not 

drawings  forming  a  part  of  the  application  for  patent  shall  be  accepted  will 
not  be  disturbed  unless  there  is  such  palpable  abuse  of  discretion  on  his  part 
as  would  warrant  the  exercise  of  the  supervisory  authority  of  the  Commis- 
sioner.  Ex  parte  Mealut,  206. 

2.  Mtrm-ATED  Drawing  Not  Accepted. — Mutilated  drawings  will  not  be  ac- 

cepted by  the  Office  as  a  part  of  the  permanent  records.  This  rule  is  founded 
upon  the  necessity  of  preserving  the  records  of  the  Office  for  an  indefinite 
period  and  must  be  enforced.    Ex  parte  Franknan,  226. 

3.  Shert  Contaimino  Only  One  Fioure.— A  sheet  of  drawings  containing 

only  one  figure,  occupying  only  a  small  portion  of  one  side  Uiereof,  is  ob- 
jectionable.   Ex  parU  Chafee,  281. 

EARLIER  APPLICATIONS.  See  Interfererux,  34;  Jforion  to  Dittolve  Interference. 
14;  Two  Applicationg  by  Same  Inventor. 

EARLIER  DATES.     See  ReduclMm  to  Practice,  1;  Teitimony,  2. 

EMPLOYER  AND  EMPLOYEE.    See  Interferenee.  45;  Teilimony,  3. 

1.  I HTBRPERBNCB— Principal  and  Assistant.— It  is  well  settled  that  in  the 

relation  of  employer  and  employee  where  the  employer  conceived  the 
principle  or  plan  of  an  invention  and  the  employee  is  directed  to  perfect  the 
details,  though  the  employee  may  make  valuable  improvements  thereon, 
the  improved  result  belongs  to  the  employer.  The  same  rule  of  law  applies 
to  principal  and  aasistant,  though  they  may  be  fellow  employees.  'Bravri- 
ilein  V.  Holmei,  341. 

2.  Same — Sake — PaEsuifPTioK. — B.  was  assigned  to  assist  H.  in  malcing  investi- 

gation and  actually  did  the  work  which  resulted  Id  reducing  the  invention 
to  practice.  Held  that  the  pi«8umption  is  that  what  he  accomplished  was 
done  under  H.'s  direction,  and  the  burden  is  on  him  to  overcome  that  pre- 
sumption.  *Id. 
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3.  Save — Pbiokity — Rbductioh  to  PKAcncE. — It  is  well  settled  that  if  one 
conveys  to  his  employees  information  and  instnictiona  to  proceed  and  manu- 
facture a  piece  o(  mechanism  which,  with  the  instruction  imparted,  can  be 
constructed  by  the  application  of  ordinary  mechanical  skill,  such  employer 
is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  skill  and  ingenuity  of  the  employee  in  succew- 
fully  completing  the  device.  {Sparhnan  v.  Higgint,  1  Blatchf.,  206;  Yoder  v. 
UilU,  C.  D.,  1886,  115;  34  O.  G.,  1048;  25  Fed.  Rep.,  821;  Hut3>el\.  Bernard, 
C.  D.,  1900.  223;  00  0.  G.,  751;  15  App.  D.  C,  510;  Agaitam  v.  Jordan.  7 
Wall..  583.)    •Neth and  Tamplin  v.  OknuT,  and Ohnur  v.  OAnw,  431. 

EQUIVALENTS.    See  Clainu,  2;  hfiingenunt,  2, 

EVIDENCE.  See  Interference,  5,  32,  33.  34,  35,  36,  44,  49,  62,  66;  Paifmtnt  of  Find 
Fu,6,R;  Priority  of  Invenlion,  1,2,3,11;  Prneat  of  Lau>;  Publie  Uie;  Rtdtu- 
lion  to  Praetict,  1, 3;  Te*timony,  3,  5.  6, 7. 12;  Tradt-liarki,  10.  11. 12,  15, 79. 
90,  121. 

1.  Intbrfbrbnce — Oral  Tbstdiony. — Where  nitneeeee  have  an  independent 

recoUecdoa  of  events  and  the  dat«6  of  their  occurrence,  the  records  of  which 
are  accessible  to  opposing  counsel,  it  is  imneccssary  that  documentary  evi- 
dence be  produced  as  a  means  of  refreshing  their  recollection.  EbenoU  v. 
Dwkin,  29. 

2.  Samb— Fixing  Dates.— ^liere  a  party  attempts  to  fix  a  certain  date,  as  to 

which  he  has  no  independent  recollection,  by  reference  to  the  dates  in  a  cash- 
book  showing  when  another  party  was  absent,  and  the  cash-book  also  shows 
that  such  party  was  absent  at  other  times  not  remote.  Held  that  (he  evidence 
is  not  sufficient  to  fix  the  earlier  date  rather  than  the  \»Xa.  *Bov>ard  v. 
Bo««,  647. 
EXAMINATION  OF  APPLICATIONS.  See  AJtundrnmU;  Cfaimi;  Division  of 
Applicatio/u:  Drawiiigt;  Jfeopentng  o/ Rejected  Com*;  SptHfieatiom. 

1.  Final  Rejection — Pheiiaturb. — Where  an  Examiner  finds  it  necenary  to 

givereaaonsexplainingtheapplicabilityofareference,  a  final  rejection  should 
not  be  entered  in  the  letter  in  which  thesereasonsareslatedfor  the  first  time- 
Ex  parte  Jaekton,  43. 

2.  Rejection — Explanation  of  Rbfbrbncbs. — The  statement  by  the  Examiner 

that  the  first  three  claims  were  clearly  met  in  either  one  of  three  references 
cited  and  that  the  last  three  claims  were  met  in  the  same  in  view  of  either  of 
the  last  two  references  cited.  Held  in  view  of  the  character  of  Ihe  invention 
to  be  a  sufficient  compliance  with  applicant's  roqueet  for  a  specific  application 
of  the  references.    Ex  parte  Satnttag,  93. 

3.  Same — Reoonside ration. — After  the  Examiner  has  properly  applied  the 

references  the  applicant  ia  not  entitled  to  further  recoDsideration  unlees  he 
points  out  why  the  references  did  not  meet  Ihe  claims.    Id. 

4.  Practicb — Examiner  Bound  bvtkk  Decisions  OF  the  HioHER Tribunals. — 

It  is  self-evident  that  an  examiner  should  follow  the  decisions  of  the  higher 
tribunals  whether  he  agrees  with  them  or  not;  but  where  the  examiner  holds 
that  a  decision  is  not  applicable  to  a  given  case  the  proper  manner  in  which 
to  have  his  decision  reviewed  is  by  appeal  to  the  Exaininers-in.Chief  in  the 
firstiostanceandnotby  apetition  totheCommissioner.    Ex  parte  KoiKld.lWl. 

6.  Rule  69 — Practicb. — A  request  that  a  rejection  be  made  final  was  properly 
refused  by  the  Examiner  when  the  applicant  made  no  attempt  to  show  that 
there  was  any  error  in  that  rejection.    Ex  parte  Beit,  272. 

6.  Same — Nor  Inoonbistent  wrr&  Sbction  4903,  Bbtisbd  Statutes. — Rule  69, 
which  provides  that  an  applicant  in  order  to  be  entitled  to  reconsideration 
of  his  claims  after  they  have  been  rejected  must  distinctly  point  out  the 
supposed  errors  of  the  ^ilxaminer's  action,  is  not  inconsistent  wilh  section 
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4903  of  the  Revised  Sututee,  which  providee  lor  a  refixamiiutioii  of  an 
applicatioD.  Id. 
7.  Explanation  of  Rbfbrekcbs— Final  Rbjkctiok.— Where  the  pertinency  of 
the  referencea  had  been  sufflciently  explained  and  claims  were  presented 
without  argument,  but  with  a  request  for  further  explanation  of  the  references, 
a  final  rejection  of  the  claima  waa  proper.     Ex  parte  Auli,  282, 

EXAMINER  OF  INTERFERENCES.  BeeItUaferena,13,27,i7;  Motion  to  Amend 
PreliminarySlattmeTU,3,4;  Motion  to  Supprtat  Tutimony;  Preliminarii Stale- 
menl,  7;  Trade-Marki,  27,  34, 101;  TVoiumwnon  of  Motumt. 

EXAMINER  OF  TRADE-MARKS.    See  Tta^Marhe,  64,  67, 80,  81,  82. 

EXCLUSIVE  USE.    See  Trade-Mofts,  3, 4, 16, 23, 24, 36, 46, 53, 66, 85, 112, 121. 

EX  PARTE  QUESTIONS.    See  Inter/erence,  22, 24;  Suppiemeniai  Oath. 

EXPERIMENTAL  PROSECUTION.    See  Motion  to  Ditiolw!  InUr/erenct,  3. 

FALSE  REPRESENTATION  ON  LABEL.    See  Trade-Marki,  105. 

FINAL  FEES.    See  Payment  oj  Final  Feet. 

FINAL  HEARING.    See  Inla-ference,  15, 16, 19. 

FIRST  AND  ORIGINAL  INVENTOR.  See  /nt«r/««n«,  0, 31,  33, 35,  49, 62,  53; 
Reduclitm  to  Practict,  10;  TetHmom/,  9,  10,  12. 

FOREIGN  APPLICATIONS.    See  Cmufrueiton  ofStatata,  5,  6,  7. 

FOREIGN  INVENTION.     See  Interference,  26. 

FOREIGN  PATENTS.  See  Dale  of  Filing  Apj^iealion:  Interferenet,  24;  Jeaiedic- 
ticmojthe  Cvmmiewmer  of  Patent*. 

FOREIGN  PUBLICATION.    See  Copyright,  1. 

FOREIGN  REGISTRATION  OF  TRADE-MAEKS.    See  Trade-Markt,  121. 

FORFEITED  APPLICATIONS.  See  Payment  of  Final  Pu»,  1,  3,  4;  Renefond  of 
Forfeited  Appiiealivnt 

FORMER  DECISIONS  CITED.  See  Claim,  1;  ConetalmetU  of  Invention;  Copy- 
right, 3;  Employer  and  Employee,  3;  Grant  of  Patent;  Interference,  4,  34; 
RenevMd  of  Forfeited  Application*,  3;  Trade-Uark*.  10,  12,  65,  63,  86,  94,  95, 
115, 116, 126, 138. 

FORMER  DECISIONS  DISTINGUISHED.    See  Rtduelitm  to  Pnetiee,  5. 

FORMER  DECISIONS  EXTENDED.    See  Motion  to  Dinolve  IrUerferenee,  10. 

FORMER  DECISIONS  MODIFIED.    See  Motion  to  Diualve  IrUerferenee,  10. 

FUNCTION.    See  Cwwirutfum  of  Claimt.  2;  Invention,  8. 

GENERIC  MARK.    Bee^  Trade- Marlct,  47. 

GEOGRAPHICAL  TERMS.    See  Trade-Marke,  10,  20,  21,  84,  87,  09. 

GRADE-MARKS.    See  Trade-UartM,  HI. 

GRANT  OF  PATENTS.    See  AeeignmenU. 

Patbnt  SHouLn  Not  leauE  to  a  Mere  Licensee.— The  Patent  Office  should 
not  issue  a  patent  to  an  alleged  assignee  where  the  inventor  has  reserved  to 
himself  the  exclusive  right  to  make  or  use  or  sell  the  invention  covered  by 
hie  application  or  any  combination  of  these  elements  which  limits  the  inteteets 
of  the  alleged  assignee  to  an  interest  in  the  invention  lees  than  that  defined 
as  an  assignment  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  decision 
Walerman.  v.  McKemie,  (C.  D.,  1891,  320;  64  O.  G..  1662;  138  U.  S.,  252,) 
which  defined  an  assignment  to  be  either  (1)  the  whole  patent,  comprising 
the  exclusive  r^ht  to  make,  use,  and  vend  the  invention  throughout  the 
United  States,  or  (2)  an  undivided  part  or  share  of  that  exclusive  r^ht.  or 
(3)  the  exclusive  right  under  the  patent  within  and  throu^ut  a  specified 
part  of  the  Unit«d  SUtes.     Ex  parte  Taliaferro,  222. 

HARDSHIP.    See  Motion  to  Diuolve  Interferenre,  4. 

HEARING.    See  Admittion*  at  Hearing. 

INCOMPLETE  APPUCATIONS.    SeeOaik.  n,g,u«ib  GoOqIc 
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INFRINGEMENT.  See  Certwran;  Copgright,  2,  4,  8;  Suilt/or  Infringement  AgmTut 
an  Officer  of  the  UnitedStaUt;  Tmde-Marlu,  58,  57. 

1.  Patents — Comity.— In  &  suit  in  equity  t«  enjoin  the  infringemeDt  of  certain 

patentB  where  it  appeared  thnt  the  question  of  their  validity  ha<l~  been  de- 
cided adversely  by  the  United  Stat«8  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Third 
Circuit  and  that  that  decision  had  been  followed  by  two  other  courts  in  caeee 
where  the  real  parties  in  interest  were  the  same,  Hekt  that  the  court  below 
properly  applied  the  doctrine  of  comity  in  the  absence  of  some  new  and 
material  defense,  and  iu  decree  dismiMii^  the  bill  of  complaint  affinned. 
*BriU  et  al.  v.  The  Woihington  Railway  and  EUctric  Co.,  377. 

2.  EqinvALENTB — Ranoe  Depends  Upon  Nature  op  Invention. — The  range 

of  equivalents  depends  upon  the  extent  and  nature  of  the  invention.  If 
the  invention  is  broad  and  primary  in  its  character,  the  range  of  equivalents 
will  be  correepondingly  broad  under  the  liberal  conBtruction  which  the  courts 
give  to  Buch  inventions.  **Cbn(tn«n((iI  Paper  Bag  Companji  v.  EatUm 
Paper  Bag  Company,  594. 

INJUNCTION.    See  In/ringanml. 

Effect  op  Non-Use  op  Patented  Invention. — The  non-use  of  a  patented 
invention  by  the  owner  of  the  patent  occasioned  by  a  desire  to  save  the 
expense  incident  to  changing  from  an  old  type  of  machine  to  the  patented 
•  device  is  not  bo  unreasonable  as  to  warrant  a  court  in  refusing  injunctive 
relief  during  the  latter  part  of  the  t«rm  of  the  patent,  there  being  no  ques- 
tion of  a  diminished  supply  of  the  product  of  such  machine  or  of  an  increase 
of  prices.  **CoTUirtenial  Paper  Bag  Company  v.  Eattem  Paper  Bag  Com- 
pany. 694. 

INTERFERENCE.  See  Abandoned  Applicaiion*;  Abandoned  Experiment*;  Aban- 
donment of  Applieationt;  Admiseioru  at  Bearing:  ATnouhnent  to  Prelimtnarf 
Statement;  Appeal  to  the  Ehramivers-iU'Chief:  Burden  of  Proof:  Omeeaiment 
of  Invention;  <^!orutrucHon  of  Statutet,  S;  Court  of  Appeal*  of  the  Dittriet  of 
Columbia;  Divitional  Applieation;  Divieion  of  AppUeationt;  Emptoyrr  and 
Employee;  Evidence;  Invention;  Joint  Inventon;  Juritdietion  of  the  Com- 
mimoner  of  Patentt:  Juritdietion  of  the  Court  of  Appeal*  of  the  IHttriet  of 
Columbia  over  Praetiee  in  the  Patent  Office;  Mandamvi;  Motion  to  Amend 
Applicatione:  Motion  to  Arn^Ttd  Preliminary  Statement;  Motion  to  Diuotre 
Interference;  Motion  to  Supprtst  Teetimony;  Preliminary  Statement;  Priority 
of  Invention;  Public  Use;  Reduelion  to  Practice;  Rehearing;  Reopening  of 
Interference;  Reopenirtg  of  Rejected  Catet;  Rei  Adjudicata;  Suite  for  Infringe- 
ment Againet  an  Officer  of  the  United  Statei;  Supplemental  Oath;  Suipennon 
of  Interference;  Te^titnony;  Trade-Mark*,  6,  10,  16,  34.  73,  74,  97,  123,  127, 
131,  132,  134;  Trtmrmi»*iim  of  Motione. 

1.  DiBSOLtrnoN— Motion   Alternatitk— Indefinite.— A    motion  to  dissolve 

alleging  that  each  of  the  counts  of  the  issue  is  anticipated  or  necessarily 
limited,  so  as  to  prevent  them  from  being  read  upon  the  devices  of  both 
of  the  parties  in  view  of  seven  enumerated  patents,  is  indefinite,  because 
the  allegation  that  the  counts  are  anticipated  or  limited  is  in  the  alterna- 
tive and  the  motion  does  not  state  which  counts  are  to  be  urged  as  antici- 
pated and  which  limited,  nor  does  it  state  which  of  the  patents  are  relied 
Upon  for  anticipation  and  which  for  restriction.     Murphy  v.   Borland,  1. 

2.  Red ECLA RED— Motion  to  Dissolve  Relating  to  Old  and  New  Counts. — 

A  motion  to  dissolve  filed  after  the  rodeclaration  of  an  interf«TOnce  with 
additional  counts  directed  to  the  old  as  well  as  the  new  counts,  Held  to  have 
been  properly  refused  tranemiBsion  bo  far  as  it  related  to  the  old  counts, 
no  showing  being  made  v*y  this  part  of  the  motion  was  not  brought  in 
the  proper  time.    Id. 


DIGEST  OF  DECISIONS.  629 

3.  Dissolution — Motion  Covbbino  Tranbmisbibli  and  Non-Tranbhissiblb 

GBOUND8. — The  fact  that  a  statement  of  a  ground  for  diaeolution  of  an  inter- 
ference coven  two  aeta  of  counts,  aa  to  oneset  of  which  it  is  proper  to  tnuiamit 
the  motion  and  as  to  the  other  of  which  traoamisBioD  is  improper,  ia  not 
a  sufficient  reason  for  retusiiig  tnmemiaeioD  of  the  motion  as  a  whole.  The 
motion  should  be  transmitted  as  to  the  set  of  counts  which  would  be  other- 
wise transmitted.    Id. 

4.  Sahb— Motion  Allkoiho  Bak  of  Phiob  Knowlbdob  and  Ubb,— A  motion 

to  dinolve  alleging  the  bar  of  prior  knowledge  and  use  should  not  be  trane- 
mitted.  (TAcmuon  and  Unbthtnd  v.  EitUy,  C.  D.,  1894,  43;  66  0.  G., 
1596;  Daiii*  v.  Swift,  C.  D.,  1901,  134;  96  O.  G.,  2409;  Shrwn  v.  Baumgar- 
tm.  C.  D..  1903,  160;  104  0.  G.,  577;  Cory  et  al.  v.  Binfay,  C.  D.,  1906,  116; 
116  O.G.,  1328.)  Id. 
6.  EvioBNCE — Ckobs-Examination  of  pAKTr  to  Procbbdino — Rangb  Allow- 
able.— Where  a  party  to  an  interference,  relying  upon  certain  specified 
installations  as  a  reduction  to  practice,  is  oaked  upon  cross-ezami nation 
whether  any  other  inBtallationa  had  been  made,  the  question  should  be 
answered,  aa  a  wider  range  ia  allowable  in  the  cross-examination  of  a  party 
to  the  proceeding;  but  if  such  general  questions  were  followed  up  by  further 
queetions  clearly  showing  an  intention  to  elicit  infonnation  relating  to 
the  bueiness  of  such  party  irrelevant  to  the  questions  at  iasue  the  witness 
might  well  refuse  to  answer  under  the  advice  of  counsel.  "Jantton  v.  Lan- 
»on,  307. 

6.  Afpeal  on  PRiOBnr— SuFBBYiBORr  Adthobtft  or  CoMUiasiotiEB.— A  peti- 

tion to  dismiss  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  on 
priority  rendered  on  the  record  will  not  be  considered  by  the  Commissionor 
in  the  exercise  of  hia  superviaory  authority,  since  petitioner  has  adequate 
remedies  provided  by  the  rules.    Brown  v.  Gammeler,  19. 

7.  Pbactice— Rule  109.— No  appeal  lies  from  a  favorable  decision  rendered 

on  a  motion  to  amend  under  Rule  109  whether  rendered  by  the  Examiner 
or  the  Examiners-in-Chief.    Josltyn  v.  Hulte,  34. 

6.  Sake — Role  130,  ^The  fact  that  a  party  cannot  under  the  provisions  of 
Rule  109  bring  a  motion  to  dissolve  as  to  counts  added  to  the  issue  of  the 
interference  will  not  of  itself  prevent  him  from  urging  under  the  provi- 
sions of  Rule  130  the  ri^t  of  hia  opponent  to  make  the  claims.    Id. 

9.  ORiotNALTTT — Acts  Inconsistent  wnu  Claim  to  Obiqination. — Where  R., 
who  was  a  patent  solicitor,  familiar  with  the  patent  law,  both  as  inventor 
and  solicitor,  entered  into  a  contract  with  E.  and  I.,  joint  claimants  of  the 
invention  in  issue,  according  to  the  terms  of  which  he  was  to  attempt  the 
sale  of  the  invention  and  if  he  was  successful  he  was  to  have  one-third  of 
the  proceeds.  Held  to  constitute  a  substantial  acknowledgment  that  the 
invention  was  made  by  K.  and  J.    'Ritt  v.  Kirttgaard  and  Jtbttn,  312. 

10.  Role  109 — Appeal. — Rliere  an   Examiner  rejects  claims  presented   by  a 

party  for  interference  under  Rule  109,  he  should  set  a  limit  of  appeal  from 
hia  decision  whether  the  claims  had  been  allowed  to  the  other  party  or  had 
beenmadeforthefiist  time  by  the  moving  party.     Xattieev.  Langworthg,  17. 

11.  Pbiobtft — DiuoBNCE. — Where  McA.  conceived  the  invention  in  the  sum- 

mer of  1903,  but  did  practically  nothing  toward  reduction  to  practice  until 
April  21,  1904,  when  he  wrote  to  hia  patent  attorney  instructing  him  to 
file  an  applibation,  which  was  prepared  promptly  and  sent  to  McA.,  but 
was  not  filed  until  September  19,  1904,  Held  that  he  was  not  diligent  as 
againstU.,  who  entered  the  field  on  March  1, 1904.     McArthwv.  MygaU,Ai. 

12.  Same — Same — Allbobd  Povebty.— A  claim    by  McA.  of   poverty  as  an 

excuse  for  failure  to  reduce  to  practice  is  not  sustained  by  evidence  show- 
69026— H.  Doc.  1349,  60-2 41 
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iag  that  it  was  not  until  tax  months  after  hie  business  was  established  th&t 
be  could  afford  to  move  from  a  place  for  which  (he  rental  was  eleven  dol- 
lara  per  month  to  a  place  for  which  the  rental  waa  thirty-five  dollars  pex 
monlb,  where  it  appeared  that  the  old  place  was  retained  and  busioees 
carried  on  at  both  places  for  about  three  months  before  his  op[>onent  en- 
tered the  field;  nor  does  the  fact  that  he  sustained  a  financial  loes  by  the 
peculation  of  an  employee  affect  the  question  where  euch  Iohh  occurred 
gome  months  after  the  beginning  of  the  period  to  be  covered  by  the  Aow- 

13.  Abandonment  op  Invention — Not  Conbioerbd  on  PErmoN. — A  petition 

that  a  rule  be  iasued  against  an  opposing  party  to  show  cause  why  it  should 
not  be  held  that  he  has  abandoned  his  invention  and  that  petitioner  be 
permitted  to  offer  testimony  upon  such  question  will  not  be  entertained 
under  the  Commissioner's  supervisory  authority  where  petitioner  has  other 
remedies  and  is,  in  fact,  pursuing  another  remedy  before  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences.    Barber  v.  Wood,  52. 

14.  Motion  to  Amend  Issue  Undbk  Rule  lOE^—TRANamsstoN.— A  motion  to 

amend  the  issue  of  an  interference  under  Rule  109  was  properly  refused 
transmission  where  it  contained  a  proviso  that  the  claims  shall  be  added 
"without  prejudice  to  the  right  to  contest  such  claims  under  the  provisions 
of  Rule  122."     WhftUrv.  Potmm,  69. 

15.  Sbttino   Aside    Record   Judohbnt— Appeal.— No  appeal  will  be  enter- 

tained from  a  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  setting  aside  a  rec- 
ord judgment  and  fixing  a  time  for  final  hearing.  O'Brien  v.  Gait  v.  Zimma 
V.  CaldertBood,  74. 

16.  Rule  130.— The  fcct  that  on  appeal  from  a  decision  on  a  motbn  to  dissolve 

the  Examiners-in-Chief  have  held  that  a  party  has  a  right  !o  make  the  claims 
does  not  prevent  the  question  being  raised  before  the  Examiner  of  Inter- 
ferences at  final  hearing  under  Rule  130.    Id. 

17.  TESTtHOHV — SoRREBUTTAL. — The  junior  party  took  testimony  as  to  priority, 

but  did  not  attack  the  operativeness  of  the  senior  party's  device.  The  senior 
party  took  the  testimony  of  two  witnesses  to  show  that  the  device  shown  in 
Figure  3  of  his  application  was  operative,  and  certain  exhibits  were  intro- 
duced, which  one  of  the  witneesea  testified  were  tested  by  him.  In  rebuttal 
the  junior  party  offered  expert  testimony  to  show  certain  structural  differences 
between  the  exhibits  and  the  invention  disclosed  in  the  senior  party's  appli- 
cation. Held  that  such  testimony  afforded  no  ground  for  allowing  the  senior 
party  to  take  surrebuttal  testimony.    Gold  v.  Gold,  86. 

18.  Motion  to  DiaaoLva— FAvoRABtR  DEaaioN  N  on -Appealable.— A  party  to 

an  interference  has  no  right  to  a  review  by  the  Commissioner  of  a  favorable 
decision  by  the  Primary  Examiner  on  a  motion  to  dissolve  alleging  non- 
patentability  of  the  issue  either  on  direct  appeal  or  upon  petition  for  the 
exercise  of  his  supervisory  authority.  While  section  4904,  Revised  Statutes, 
gives  the  Commissioner  the  right  to  determine  when  an  int«{erence  exists, 
thia  authority  is  del^able,  and  when  it  is  delegated  to  the  Primary  Examiner 
and  he  makes  a  favorable  decision  thereon  such  decision  will  be  reviewed 
only  in  an  extraordinary  case.    HaictiTU  v.  Coleman  v.  7%u{/«n,  90. 

19.  Renewal  or  Motion- NoncE.— Rule  153  provides  that  reasonable  notice  of 

all  motions  must  be  given  and  that  a  motion  will  not  be  entertained  in  the 
absence  of  proof  of  service  of  such  notice.  The  same  reiison  exists  for  requir- 
ing notice  of  the  renewal  of  a  motion  as  of  the  motion  itself,  and  tiie  mere 
request  at  the  final  hearing  and  in  a  brief  filed  at  final  hearing  is  not  such 
notice.    Dyion  v.  Land  v,  Dunbar  v.  Browne,  99. 
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20.  UonoN  TO  Dissolve  —  iRREOULARmr  in   Declaration. — The  Examiner 

suggested  toM.  two  claims  which  were  the  same  as  two  of  K.'s  claims,  except 
that  the  term  "supporting  member"  was  substituted  for  "attaching-bracket, " 
but  did  not  suggest  them  to  E.  After  U.  made  the  claims  the  interference 
was  declared  with  these  claims  as  two  counts  of  the  issue.  Held  that  this 
was  an  irregularity  in  the  declaration  of  the  interfereDce,  as  Rule  96  clearly 
contemplates  that  the  issue  shall  be  in  terms  of  the  claims  actually  made  by 
both  parties  or  which  they  have  had  an  opportunity  to  make.  McBride  v. 
Kroder,  101. 

21.  RioHT  TO  Make  Claims  a  Question  op  Priorttt — Appeal  to  Coubt. — The 

right  of  a  party  to  make  a  claim  goes  to  the  foundation  of  an  interference,  and 
a  judgment  of  a  Primary  Examiner  denying  that  right  may  be  appealed  to 
the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  that  court  will  take 
jurisdiction  U>  determine  that  question  "as  an  ancillary  question  to  be  con- 
sidered in  awarding  priority  of  invention."  *  UniUd  StaUt  of  America,  exrel. 
The  Neuvomb  Motor  Company  v.  Moore,  Commie»ionrr  of  Patents,  332. 

22.  Motion  to  Dissolve— Examiner's  Decision  Final  Unless  Appeal  Prose- 

fUTED.— Where  a  Primary  Examiner  on  a  motion  to  dissolve  decides  that  one 
of  the  parties  has  no  right  to  make  the  claims  of  an  interference  issue  and  such 
party,  after  filing  an  appeal  from  such  decision,  fails  to  prosecute  the  same 
and  abandons  it,  such  decision  becomes  final  and  binding  upon  the  parties 
and  precludes  the  euhsequent  ex  parte  consideration  of  the  same  question. 
•Id. 

23.  Same— Same— SwpBRVisoRT  AuTHoRm  of  Commissioner.— Upon  a  motion 

to  dissolve  it  was  held  that  one  of  the  parties  had  no  right  to  make  the  claims 
in  issue,  and  the  appeal  from  that  decision  was  abandoned ;  but  subsequently 
in  the  ex  parte  proaecution  of  that  party's  case  it  was  held  by  the  Examiners- 
in-Chief  that  said  party  had  a  right  to  make  the  identical  claims,  and  the 
interference  was  redeclared.  The  Commissioner  thereupon  set  aside  the  ex 
parte  decisions  and  directed  a  rehearing  of  the  case  before  the  Eiaminers-in- 
Chief  inlxr  parte*.  Seld  that  the  decision  in  the  interference  was  ret  adju- 
dicata  and  that  the  Commissioner  was  without  authority  to  direct  the  read- 
judication  in  such  ex  parte  application  of  the  question  whether  said  party  had 
a  right  to  make  the  identical  claims  of  the  issue  of  the  interference.    *Id. 

34,  STATDTORr  Bar  to  One  Partt  an  Ex  parte  Question. —The  question 
whether  one  of  the  parties  to  an  interference  proceeding  is  debarred  from 
receiving  a  patent  hy  reason  of  his  having  secured  a  foreign  patent  for  the 
same  invention  is  a  question  for  ei  parte  consideration  after  the  termination 
of  the  interference.     Oueniffet,  Benoil,  and  Nieault  v.  Wictoraohn,  lOS. 

2').  PiuoRrrY — Rioht  to  Maee  the  Claims.- The  issue  as  interpreted  in  the 
light  of  the  specification  of  the  party  first  making  the  same  is  limited  to  an 
improved  means  for  protecting  the  necewary  joints  in  conductors  for  high- 
tension  currentB  of  electricity.  The  invention  of  the  other  party  is  an 
improvement  in  insulating-conductors,  his  plan  of  insulation  at  the  joints 
being  the  same  as  along  the  entire  length  of  the  conductor.  Held  that  the 
latter  has  no  right  to  make  the  claim,  the  resemblance  of  the  two  devices 
being  accidental  rather  than  real.    •  VieU  v.  Camming,  362. 

26.  KNowLEnoB  op  thb  Invention  in  a  Foreign  Country — Introduction 
INTO  THB  United  States. — Appellants  built  in  a  foreign  country  a  machine 
embodying  the  invention  in  issue,  which  was  explained  to  an  agent  wbo 
came  to  this  country.  Held  that  even  if  this  agent  remembered  what  was 
explained  to  him  such  knowledge  on  his  part,  in  the  absence  of  disclosure  to 
others  or  reduction  to  practice  by  himself  within  a  reasonable  time,  would 
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not  be  equivalent  to  on  introduction  of  the  invention  into  thie  country. 
*Gueniffel,  Btnoit,  and  ffieaull  v.  Wielortokn,  367. 

27.  Appeal — Motion  to  Taeb  Tebtihony — Showinq. — No  appeal  liea  from  a 

favorable  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Inlerferencee  upon  tbe  sufficiency  of 
the  showing  in  support  of  a  notion  to  take  testimony  on  the  question  of  the 
operativenesB  of  another  party's  device.  Martin  v.  Ooadrum  v.  Dyton  v. 
Latlig  and  Goodrum,  135. 

28.  Tkbtiicony— AniiisaiBiLiTT  o?  Tbsmmonv  Gtviu  in  Pbior  Imtebtbrencb. — 

In  an  interference  between  II.  and  T.  a  witness  testified  to  certain  facts. 
Later,  in  an  interference  between  H.  and  W.,  he  denied  any  knowledge  of 
Iheee  facts.  Held  that  T.  and  W.,  not  being  privies,  the  testimony  in  the 
former  interference  cannot  be  admitted  in  the  latter  except  for  tbe  purpose 
of  discrediting  the  witness.     Hewitt  v.  Wein^ub,  140. 

29.  BcRnEK  OF  Proof — Discretion  of  tbe  Examinee  of  Iktbkpbrbncbs. — It 

is  well  settled  that  the  queetion  of  placing  the  burden  of  proof  reels  in  the 
discretion  of  tbe  Examiner  of  Interferences,  and  his  decision  on  a  motion  to 
shift  the  burden  of  proof  will  be  reviewed  only  in  a  clear  case  of  an  abuse  of 
that  discretion.      Young  v.  Towntaid  v.  Thidlen,  147. 

30.  Appeal   Filed  Aptee  Expieation  of   Liupt  of  Appeal — When    Enteb- 

TAiNBD. — An  appeal  filed  after  the  expiration  of  tbe  limit  of  appeal  will  be 
entertained  only  in  very  unusual  and  extraordinary  circumstances.  McEten 
V.  Jerdone,  148. 

31.  OBiatNALmr — Disclosube  Uust  Incldde  Idea  of  Mbanb. — Tbe  communi- 

cation of  an  idea  of  the  desirability  of  accomplishing  a  certain  result,  without 
a  disclosure  of  the  means  to  be  employed ,  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  communica- 
tion of  an  invention.     'Fenner  v.  Blatt,  404. 

32.  Rehbariho    to    Admit    Newly- Disco vbbed    Evidence — Appeal.— The 

reopeoingot  scase  for  theintroductionof  newly-discovered  evidence  is  always 
a  matter  for  the  trial  court  and  in  its  discretion,  and  the  Court  of  Appeab  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  will  not  review  tbe  decision  of  the  Comminioner  of 
Patents  upon  this  point,  except  where  it  appears  that  there  has  been  an  abuse 
of  discretion.    'ATneriam  Slovt  Company  v.  Detroit  Stove  Workietid.,  407. 

33.  Obiqinalitt  —  Evidence.— W.,  who  was  a  manufacturer  of  cluster-sockets, 

entered  into  a  contract  with  D.,  whereby  he  was  to  furnish  such  sockets  to 
D.  and  to  no  other  manufacturer,  and  D.  was  to  push  the  sale  of  the  same. 
There  was  a  demand  for  an  improved  form  of  socket,  and  W.  constructed 
such  a  device  embodying  the  issue  in  August,  1902,  irhich  he  testified  be 
showed  to  D.  Held  that  this  testimony  in  view  of  the  relation  between  the 
parties  and  in  tbe  absence  of  an  unequivocal  denial  by  D.  is  sufficient  to 
establish  such  disclosure.    *Weekt  v.  Dale,  412. 

34.  Beopenino  to  Include  Earlier  Applicationb — Res  Adjcdicata. — Where 

an  interference  had  been  decided  adversely  to  C.  upon  the  ground  that 
although  tirst  to  conceive  he  had  concealed  the  invention  and  bad  thereby 
lost  his  rights  to  a  patent  under  the  doctrine  stated  in  Maton  v.  IJepbian 
(C.  D.,  1898,  510;  84  0.  G.,  147,)  and  it  is  allied  that  it  was  found  after  the 
termination  of  the  interference  that  an  earlier  application  by  C.  disclosed 
the  invention  in  issue,  Held  that  such  circumstances  do  not  justify  the 
reopening  of  tbe  interference  to  include  said  earlier  application,  since  the 
allied  newly-discovered  evidence  is  such  as  might  have  been  utilized  in 
the  original  interference,  and  that  for  this  reason  tbe  case  is  ra  wtjvdieala 
under  the  doctrine  sUted  in  Slachford  v.  Wilder  (C.  D.,  1907,  491;  127  O.  G., 
1255,)  and  Bonne  v.  Wende  ((.'.  D.,  1907,  615;  120  O.  G.,  2858.)  Culler  v. 
Ball,  157. 
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35.  Ohio iNALmf—A DM  18910 N  op  Pbiob  Invention  by  Anotheb.— The  testimoDy 

of  a  party  to  aa  interference  that  he  devised  a  removable  metallic  plate  for  a 
specified  purpoae  after  he  had  received  thesuggeetioaofathird  party  through 
the  opposing  party  of  a  removable  plate  covered  with  cloth  for  the  same  pur- 
pose is  equivalent  to  an  admiseion  tbat  the  opposing  party  was  first  in  posses- 
sion of  the  invention  in  issue  covering  a  removable  surface  or  plate  broadly 
and  also  a  metallic  removable  plate  for  such  purpose.    *Bouart  v.  Poht,  428. 

36.  Testhiony — Lettebb  Rooatobt.— The  fact  thatawitneseisnotan  employee 

of  the  party  calling  him  and  cannot  leave  bis  employment  for  a  sufficient 
time  to  come  to  the  United  States  to  testify  is  sufficient  to  warrant  the  issuance 
of  the  letters  rogatory  to  take  his  teetimony  in  a  foreign  country.  Lowry  v. 
Raping,  165. 
?7.  RiOHT  TO  Make  Claims — Rule  130, — Where  a  party  to  an  interference  does 
not  bring  a  motion  to  dissolve  on  the  ground  that  bis  opponents  have  no  right 
tomaketheclaimsandnoBhowingis  made  wby  such  amotion  was  not  brought, 
he  is  not  entitled  to  urge  the  question  under  the  provision  of  Rule  130;  but 
the  fact  that  such  a  motion  was  not  brought  does  not  prevent  the  tribunals  of 
the  Office  from  considering  the  question  of  their  own  motion  when  it  appears 
that  one  or  more  of  the  parties  have  no  right  to  make  certain  of  the  claims. 
Smith  V.  Foley  v.  Andenan  v.  Smith,  210. 

38.  Tebtimont, — Where  a  witness,  testifying  as  to  disclosure  of  the  invention 

admits  that  be  is  testifying  solely  from  memory  as  to  a  disclosure  alleged  to 
have  been  made  many  years  previously  and  that  he  cannot  recall  the  details 
of  the  invention  nor  remember  any  disclosure  except  this  one,  though  many 
were  c^led  to  bis  attention  about  the  same  time,  his  teetimony  is  insufficient 
to  establish  that  such  disclosure  was  made.     Id. 

39.  PBioBnr. — The  testimony  considered  and  Held  to  aSord  no  ground  tor  dis- 

turbing the  award  of  priority  to  Foley  and  Anderson.  'Smith  v.  Foley 
<(o/.,50I. 

40.  Reduction    to  Pbactice — Lack  op    Diugbhce. — Where  it  appears   that 

Kinsman  installed  mechanism  embracing  part  of  the  issue  In  1890  which  was 
experimental  in  its  nature  and  found  to  be  unsuccessful,  and  immediately 
thereafter  unsuccessfully  tested  a  second  experimental  device,  and  in  1892 
and  1893  installed  a  system  embodying  the  invention  which  after  being  used 
for  several  months  was  taken  out  and  discarded,  and  no  further  evidence  of 
activityon  the  part  of  Kinsman  was  shown  priorto  the  filing  of  hia  application 
in  December,  1903,  which  was  subsequent  to  the  time  Kintner  entered  the 
field  and  reduced  the  invention  to  practice,  and  durii^  this  time  Kinsman 
was  active  in  experimenting  with  other  forme  of  invention,  Held  that  he  was 
lacking  in  diligence.    'Kimman  v.  Kintner,  508. 

41.  Same — Same. — Theobjectof  the  patent  laws  is  to  foster  and  protect  invention 

for  the  universal  benefit  of  mankind,  and  while  every  presumption  will  be 
resolved  in  favor  of  the  inventor  who  delays  filing  an  application  until  he 
has  perfected  bis  invention,  the  object  of  the  law  would  be  lost  to  view  should 
we  permit  the  displacement  of  an  inventor  who  has  given  the  world  the  benefit 
of  his  discovery  by  one  who  has  permitted  his  invention  to  lie  dormant  for  a 
decade.    "Id. 

42.  Appeal  to  Coubt  on   PBiOBrrr — Patentabiuty   Not  Coksiderep, — The 

queetiou  of  the  patentability  of  an  invention  is  not  one  for  determination  by 
the  court  of  appeals  upon  an  appeal  from  a  decision  on  priority.  *  Mell  v. 
Midgley,  512. 

43.  Same — RBOouBrrY  op  Commissioner's  Action. — After  an  adverse  decision 

by  the  Primary  Examiner  upon  a  motion  to  diaaolvo  decisions  on  priority 
were  rendered  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  and  the  Examiners-in-Chief 
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and  appeal  waa  taken  to  the  Commiseioner  of  Patents  from  the  latter  decision. 
Pending  this  appeal  a,  Bucceesor  of  the  Primary  Examiner  requested  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  iaterference  for  the  purpose  of  considering  the  patentability  of  the 
issue.  Such  request  was  granted,  and  the  Primary  Examiner  dissolved  the 
interference  upon  the  ground  that  the  issue  was  not  patentable.  Upon  peti- 
tion to  the  OommisHioner  the  decisioti  of  the  Primary  Examiner  was  set  aside 
and  the  interference  was  restored  to  its  prior  condition  of  appeal  to  the  Com- 
missioner on  priority.  On  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  froni  the  decision 
of  the  Commissioner  Held  that  the  regularity  of  the  action  of  the  Commissioner 
in  setting  aside  the  decision  of  the  Primary  Examiner  dissolving  the  inter- 
ference is  not  a  queetioD  for  the  consideration  of  the  court.     *Id. 

44.  Alleged   RenucrioN    to    P&actice — Delay — Evidence    op    Aba.vdoned 

ExFBRiMEN'T. — A  delay  of  seven  yeara  by  an  inventor  after  an  alleged  reduc- 
tion to  practice,  during  which  time  he  was  active  in  developing  a  laige  num- 
ber of  other  inventions,  constitutes  convincing  evidence  that  the  alleged 
reduction  to  practice  amounted  only  to  an  abandoned  experiment.  'Jfoore 
V.  HewiU,  516. 

45.  Oeiginauty — Delay  in  Filinq  Application. — Where  the  question  is  one  of 

originality  and  the  relation  of  employer  and  employee  exiata  between  the 
parties,  the  foct  that  the  junior  party,  who  was  the  employee,  did  not  file  his 
application  till  nearly  a  year  after  he  knew  of  the  issuance  of  the  senicM' 
party's  patent  and  has  given  no  excuse  for  such  delay  justiBee  resolving  aAy 
doubt  aa  to  who  waa  the  originator  of  the  invention  against  him.  "MeKillop. 
V.  Feber,  526. 

46.  PKiORrTY — DiLioBNCB. — Where  the  inventor  of  an  apparatus  for  eupporting 

insulating  overhead-trolley  conductors  which  are  utilized  for  supplying 
high-voltage  energy  to  high-speed  alternating-current  electric  railways  is  not 
in  a  position  to  make  an  actual  test  of  his  invention,  and  the  company  which 
employs  him  is  likewise  not  in  a  poeition  to  make  such  a  teat,  he  cannot  be 
held  lacking  in  diligence  in  reducing  his  invention  to  practice  between 
March,  1904,  and  December  2, 1904,  where  he  approached  a  railway  company 
in  March  and  endeavored  to  have  his  invention  tried  out,  ordered  an  insu- 
lator which  was  one  of  the  essential  features  of  the  apparatus  and  received 
the  same  in  October,  procured  a  visit  from  the  officers  of  another  electric 
railway  company  in  September,  and  early  in  December  attached  a  crude  appa- 
ratus to  the  fence  in  the  factory  yard  to  see  how  it  would  appear  and  operete. 
*Mead  V.  DaxU  and  Vamey.  532. 

47.  AmiiBsioN  OP  Tsstimont  Filed  Late— Appeal.— No  appeal  will  be  enter- 

tained from  a  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  granting  a  motion  to 
admit  testimony  the  printed  copies  of  which  were  not  filed  within  the  time 
required  by  the  rule.    Blacktnon  v.  Hall,  248. 

48.  Appeal  on  PRioRrrT— Pate vtab (lit y  op  Issue.- Where  in  an  interference 
.    in  which  the  junior  party  is  defeated  on  the  record  the  Primary  Examiner 

held  the  issue  patentable  and  the  ExamiuerE-in -Chief  refused  to  make  a 
recommendation  that  the  same  is  not  patentable,  there  is  no  such  manifest 
error  as  will  warrant  the  consideration  of  this  question  upon  appeal  on  priority 
under  the  Com mLsa loner's  supervisory  authority      Moffatt  v.  Wtiat,  252 

49.  Originauty  —  Evidence  —  Alleoed     DiacLoeUHE     to    Opposinq     Pabtt 

Through  Agent. — Where  the  junior  party  teatifiod  that  he  diBcloeed  the 
invention  to  the  senior  party,  through  the  latter's  agent,  which  is  denied  by 
the  senior  party,  the  failure  of  the  senior  party  to  call  the  agent  to  corrob- 
orate his  testimony  does  not  raise  a  presumption  in  favor  of  the  junior  party 
of  sufficient  force  to  dispense  with  proof  to  corroborate  his  allegations. 
Broiwi  V.  Fexsendm,  2&5. 
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60.  Rbdbclaratiok— MtmoN  to  Dissolve  by  Obioinal  Partv.— The  redeclara- 

tion of  an  interference  for  the  purpose  of  adding  another  party  thereto  does 
not  give  the  right  to  one  of  the  original  parties  to  bring  s,  motion  to  dissolve 
within  thirty  days  after  such  rodecloration,  raiding  questions  which  might 
have  been  raised  in  the  interference  aa  originally  declared.  The  time  for 
bringing  auch  motions  expired  at  the  end  of  the  thirty-day  period  following 
the  original  declaration.     Toumiend  v.  Ehret  v.  Young  v.  SIrubU,  261. 

61.  Appeal  on  PBioBrrr— MsBrrs  op  JunaiiBNT  Not  Contested.— fiTiere  on 

appeal  from  a  decision  on  priority  does  not  question  the  propriety  of  such 
decision,  but  merely  eeelce  a  ruling  on  questions  previously  considered  by 
the  Commissioner  on  interlocutory  appeals,  relief  will  be  refused.  Smith  v. 
Irland,  265. 
63.  OmaiNALmr. — Evidence  considered  and  Held  sufficient  to  show  that  the 
junior  party  originated  the  invention  in  issue  and  disclosed  the  same  to  the 
senior  party.     Wuton  v.  Benecke,  266. 

63.  Same — Doctrinb  of  Concealment  Inafpucable. — Where  it  is  found  that 

one  of  two  interiering  parties  originated  the  invention  in  issue  and  dia- 
cloeed  the  same  to  the  other,  the  doctrine  of  forfeiture  of  the  right  to  a  patent 
by  concealment  does  not  apply.    Id. 

64.  R e DEC LAHATioN— Motion  by   Assionbb  op  One  of  the  Orioinal  Par- 

ties— ^Transmission  Refused. — The  interference  was  originally  declared 
between  A.  and  B.  and  was  afterward  redeclared  to  include  the  application 
of  C,  the  assignee  of  A.  HeldXbaX  a  motion  to  dissolve  brought  by  C.  on  the 
grounds  that  the  issue  is  not  patentable  and  that  B.  has  no  right  to  make  the 
claims  will  not  be  trajwmitted,  since  C.  had  an  opportunity  to  bring  such  a 
motion  as  A.'b  assignee.     Towmmd  v.  Thullen  arid  Thvlltn  v.  Young,  269. 

65.  AcCBsH  TO  Afplicatio.-4. — A  party  to  an   interference   is  not  entitled   to  see 

the  parent  application  of  a  patent  of  the  opposing  party  referred  to  in  his 
preliminary  statement  when  it  does  not  appear  that  the  opposing  party  is 
relying  on  such  parent  application  to  establish  a  date  of  constructive  reduc- 
tion lo  practice.     Qabcock  v.  Pickard  v.  Ashton  and  OurlU,  2S4. 

66.  PRioRrrv. — The  evidence  considered  and  Held  to  show  that  Z.  reduced  the 

invention  to  practice  prior  to  the  earliest  date  claimed  by  If.,  and  therefore 
■   priority  was  properly  awarded  to  Z.     Zimmer  v.  Horttm,  290. 

67.  Same — Concbaluent. — An  application  was  filed  by  E.  and  D.,  and  an  inter- 

ference was  declared  between  it  and  a  patent  to  H.  Thereafter  an  appli- 
cation was  filed  by  Z.,  which  was  added  to  the  interference.  E.  and  D.'s 
and  Z.'s  applications  were  assigned  to  the  same  party,  and  E.  and  D.  con- 
ceded priority  to  2.  It  appeared  Z.'s  application  was  filed  more  than  two 
years  after  his  device  was  built  and  tested.  Held  that  thet^e  facts  do  not 
bring  the  case  within  tho  doctrine  of  Mason  v.  Hepburn,  as  Z.'s  device  was 
tested  in  shops  open  to  the  public,  and  the  filing  of  the  application  of  E. 
and  D.  negatived  any  intention  on  the  part  of  the  assignee  to  abandon  the 
invention.  Jtf. 
INVENTION.  See  Cojuxalment  of  Invention;  Construction  of  Cioinw,  I,  2;  Detag 
in  Claiming  Invention;  Employer  and  Employee;  Infringement;  Palenlability; 
Prioritg  of  Invention:  Subatilulion  of  Material. 
1.  PATENTABit-rry — Novelty — Anticipation.— //fW  that  a  method  of  covering 
playing-balls  consisting  of  knitting  separately  a  wrapper  leaving  a  slit  therein, 
inserting  a  deflal«d  rubber  ball  through  said  slit,  closing  the  slit  by  meahes 
of  the  same  material  as  that  forming  the  cover,  and  Anally  inflating  the  ball  is 
anticipated  by  certain  patents  showing  the  idea  of  covering  inflated  rubber 
balls  with  a  crocbe(«d  or  knitted  cu\'er  and  another  patent  which  contains 
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the  idea  of  insertiog  a  deflated  ball  in  a.  <5over,  infl&ting  the  bftU,  aad  then 
cloeing  Ihe  aperture.    *In  re  Droop,  323. 

2.  Sahb — Procbbs— Pbintin<3  Anilin-Black. — Where  it  u  old  in  the  &Ft  oi 

dyeing  to  fix  anilio-blaclc  upon  vegetable  textile  fabrics  by  a  two-step  procen 
coiuisting  iit  treating  the  fabric  Tith  salt  of  aailin  alone  and  with  an  oxidieing 
salt  mixed  with  a  compound  containing  a  catalytic  agent  and  it  was  old  to 
print  textile  fabrics  in  two-etep  proceesee.  Held  that  ta  apply  to  the  two-etep 
printing  process  the  selection  of  ingrediente  theretofore  need  in  dyeing  did 
not  arise  to  the  dignity  of  invention.    "In  re  Chateand  MeKeime,  441. 

3.  Sahe — Double  Spots  for  BowUNO-Au-Brs. — Where  it  was  old  to  provide 

spota  in  a  bowling-alley  to  insure  the  accurat*  setting  of  the  pins,  cltume  cov- 
ering two  series  of  spots,  one  within  Ihe  other,  thereby  to  insure  the  ccwrect 
setting  of  different  kinds  of  pina  having  different-sized  bases,  not  liniil«d  to 
any  mechanical  construction,  set  forth  nothing  which  involves  the  exercise 
of  the  inventive  faculty.    */n  n  Milara,  179. 

4.  Sahb — Combination — Anticipation. — The  mere  combination  of  articles  dis- 

closed in  two  former  patents  will  not  coiistitut«  invention  unless  it  results  in 
producinga  new  and  useful  article  not  applied  by  those  familiar  with  the  state 
of  the  ait,  A  patent  should  not  be  inued  when  the  alleged  invention  is  a 
mere  modification  of  the  principle  involved  in  former  inventions  or  discov- 
eries.   ''In  re  Faber,  481. 

5.  Same — Double  Use. — The  mere  combining  of  an  ordinary  calking  tool  or 

blade  with  an  automatically-operating  pneumatic  hammer  which  is  adapted 
to  be  contrulled  and  adjusted  by  hand  amounts  to  nothing  more  than  *n 
obvious  double  use  that  would  naturally  occur  to  one  skilled  in  the  art  with 
mind  directed  to  cheapening  the  cost  of  ahip-calking  and  doee  not  rise  to  the 
dignity  of  invention.    *In  re  Mason,  490. 

6.  Same — Pbinteo  Matteb — Non-Invention. — A  claim  for  a  guaranty  credit 

book  having  certain  designated  columns  tor  certain  entries  Btld  to  involve 
no  invention  over  the  prior  art  which  disclosed  the  general  scheme,  the  only 
difference  beii^  the  addition  of  certain  columns  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  an 
account  of  liquidated  damages,    */n  re  Taylor,  518. 

7.  Sahe — Process. — A  claim  for  a  process  of  fonning  metal  rings  which  differs 

from  the  references  merely  by  the  statement  that  a  bead  is  formed  cenltally  o( 
Ihe  blank  Held  unpatentable.     */n  re  White,  528. 

8.  Saue— Sahb^Function  of  Machine. — A  claim  for  a  process  ZTcU  unpatent- 

able when  it  does  not  appear  that  said  process  can  be  carried  out  by  any  other 
means  Ihar  'hat  invenl«d  for  such  purpose  by  appellant  and  for  which  he  has 
obtained  a  patent.    "Id. 

IRREGULARITY  IN  DECLARATION  OF  INTERFERENCE.    See  IrUa/treno;, 
20;  Motitm  to  Dittolvt  Inlaftrence,  13, 

JOINT  INVENTORS. 

iNTBRFEBRNCE^PiuoBrrv. — The  question  of  the  joint  inventor^ip  of  one  of  the 
parties  to  an  interference  is  not  one  that  can  be  coneideredin  an  interference 
proceeding  and  a  motion  to  take  testimony  on  the  question  will  not  Ifc  granted. 
Piekard  v.  Athtan  arid  Cvrtis,  238. 

JUDGMENT  ON  THE  RECORD.    See  Interferemx,  15,  16;  PrtUminaiy  Statement, 
9,  10;  Reopening  of  Inler/eren^. 

JURISDICTION  OF  THE  COMMISSIONER  OF  PATENTS. 

Appeal  anu  Erbos— Decisioh  bt  Cocrt  op  Appeals,— A  decision  by  the 
Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  in  an  interference  proceeding 
which  leaves  no  question  open  for  further  consideration  relating  to  priority  of 
invention  terminates  the  interference  proceeding, 'and  the  Commissioner  of 
Patents  is  without  jurisdiction  thereafter  to  entertain  a  motion  by  the  lodng 
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party  to  dueolve  the  int^ereuce  on  the  grouod  that  the  court  held  that  the 
oppodng  party  whs  not  entitled  to  a  patent  by  reason  of  his  having  secured 
a  l<ffetgn  patent  for  the  same  invention  on  an  application  filed  more  than  the 
statutory  period  prior  ti}  the  filing  of  the  application  in  thie  country.  Que- 
nifftt,  BenoU,  and  NieauU  v.  Wktonolm,  108. 

JURISDICTION  OF  THE  COURT  OF  APPEALS  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF 
COLUMBIA.     See  Inbrfrrena:,  21. 

JURISDICTION  OF  THE  COURT  OF  APPEALS  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF 
COLUMBIA  OVER  PRACTICE  IN  THE  PATENT  OFFICE. 
Interfbrbkcbs. — The  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  has  no  origi- 
nal jurisdiction  to  direct  and  supervise  the  administration  of  the  affairs  of  the 
Patent  Office  and  a  petition  that  the  Commiwioner  of  Patents  be  instructed 
toallowaparty  toan  interference  to  take  testimony  denied.  *i>e  Femmfiv. 
Lindmarl,  546. 

JURISDICTION  OF  THE  EXAMINER  OF  INTERFERENCES.    See    Trade- 
Markt.  34,  51. 

JURISDICTION OFTHEBXAMINEROFTEADE-MARKS.    See  JVo(fc-ifart«,34. 

JURISDICTION  OF  THE  EXAMINERS-IN-CHIEP.    See    Motvm  to  Supprcti 
Tettinwny,  2. 

JURISDICTION  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  THE  INTERIOR  OVER  THE  COM- 
MISSIONER  OF  PATENTS.    See  Renewal  of  Forfeited  AppUeatiaru,  4. 

LABELS.    See  Tmde-ltarkt,  81, 105. 

Repdbbk RBotsTRATiON— Legend  "Ovabantbbd  Undib  thb  Food  akd  Dbugs 
A<?T,  JunbSO,  1906,"Unquaijpibd.— aw  that  a  label  should  be  refused  reg- 
istration where  the  legend  "  Guaranteed  under  the  Food  and  Drugs  Act,  June 
30,  1906,"  is  BO  used  as  to  be  likely  to  indicate  that  the  merchandise  upon 
which  the  label  is  used  is  guaranteed  by  the  Government.  Ex  parte  Tennetsce 
Brewing  Company,  227. 

LACHES.    See  CemMtrMlion  o/Statntet,  9;  Trade-Marh$,  91. 

LETTERS  ROGATORY.    See  Inler/erenee.  36. 

LICENSES.    See  Aeeai  to  Pending  Applieatioru,  1;  Astiffmnenlt:  Orant  of  Patent. 

LIMITATION  OF  CLAIMS.    See  Canttruction  of  Claims.  3. 

LIMIT  OF  APPEAL,     See  Inlerfermce.  10,  30;   Molion  to  Ainend  Preliminary  State- 
ment,Z;  l/otion  to  Pimolve  Interference,  2;   Trade- Martt,  bl. 

LIMIT  OF  TIME.     Sw  Molicnto  Ame7uiAppticatiom,l;  Motion  to  Diuolve  Interfer- 
ence, 1, 14;  PrtliminaTy  Statement,  2,  4;  Trade-Marks,  40. 

MANDAMUS. 

Propebly  Invokbd  bob  ENroBCBMBNT  or  Dbcision  of  Ediuary  Examiner.— 
Where  a  Primary  Examiner  on  a  motion  to  dissolve  decides  that  one  of  the 
parties  has  no  right  to  make  the  claims  of  an  interference  ieeue  and  such 
party,  after  filing  an  appeal  from  such  decision,  fails  to  prosecute  the  same 
and  abandons  it,  such  judgment  becomes  final  and  binding  upon  the  parties, 
and  mandamus  is  the  proper  proceeding  to  secure  the  enforcement  of  such 
judgment  and  a  vacation  of  any  subsequent  ex  parte  or  infer  partes  proceedings 
adjudicating  the  same  question  or  baaed  upon  such  an  adjudication.  *  United 
States  of  Ametiea,  ex  ret.  The  Neweomb  Motor  Company  v.  Uoort,  Commis- 
sioner ofPatenU,  332. 

MERITS  OF  THE  CASE.    See  Abandonment  of  Applications,  3;  AmendmenU,  3. 

MISREPRESENTATION.    See  Trade-Marks,  69,  70,  71. 

MOTION  TO  AMEND  APPLICATIONS.    See /n(er/CTCTW«.  7,  8,  14. 

1.  Interfebencb— Motions  Under  Rllb  109— Practicb.— Where  a  motion  to 
amend  under  Rule  lOfl  by  the  addition  oi  two  claims  was  transmitted,  the  Pri- 
mary Examiner  properly  refused  to  consider  two  other  claims  presented  for 
the  first  time  at  the  hearing  ol  the  motion.     MatHee  v.  Langworthy,  17. 
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2.  Same — Sake— Dblat  in  Bbinoikc— A  motion  to  amend  under  BuJe  109 

brought  afUr  the  tiiirty  days  allowed  by  the  nilee  and  accompanied  by  no 
excuse  for  Ihe  delay  is  entitled  to  no  conBideratioa  and  should  not  be  tmns- 
mitted.    Jd. 

3.  Same — Transmisbion. — A  motion  to  amend  the  specification  of  an  application 

involved  in  an  interference  for  the  purpose  of  curing  an  alleged  error  therein 
should  not  be  transmitted.     Wheeler  v.  Palmna,  69. 
MOTION    TO  AMEND   PEELIMINARY   STATEMENTS.    See   Awmdmmt   to 
Preliminary  StaUmmt;  PrtHminaTy  SliiUment. 

1.  Drlay  in  Brinoino. — A  motion  to  amend  a  preliminary  statement  should 

be  brought  promptly  after  the  discovery  of  the  facts  on  which  the  motion 
is  based,  and  delay  in  bringing  the  motion  is  a  sufficient  ground  for  denying 
it.    'Floyd  V.  RoMfing,  82. 

2.  Based  on  Testwont — DEFiNrrBNBSs. — Where  a  motion  to  amend  a  pre- 

liminary statement  is  based  upon  testimony  taken  in  the  case,  it  is  indefinite 
if  it  fails  to  point  out  the  particular  parts  of  the  testimony  upon  which  reliance 
is  placed.  Id. 
S.  Appeals.— Since  the  granting  of  a  motion  to  amend  a  preliminary  statement 
will  injure  the  opposing  party  only  so  far  as  his  case  will  be  prejudiced  by 
evidence  showing  the  true  state  of  facts,  a  limit  of  appeal  should  be  set  by 
the  Examiner  of  Interferences  in  his  decision  on  such  motions  only  when  he 
denies  the  motion.    Smith  and  Wicket  v.  Emeraon  v.  Sanden,  97. 

4.  Eeconsi  BE  ration  Apter  DBaaiON  by  the  Con  uisbioner.— Where  a  motion 

to  amend  a  preliminary  statement  has  been  denied  by  the  Examiner  of 
Interferences  and  hie  deciBion  affirmed  on  appeal,  it  should  not  be  recon- 
sidered in  the  absence  of  any  additional  showing  as  to  the  grounds  on  which 
it  was  denied.    Dytonv.Land  v.  Dunbar  v.  Browne,  99. 

5.  After  Teshmont. — Where  during  the  taking  of  testimony  notice  was  given 

by  counsel  for  W . ,  in  connection  with  an  answer  of  a  witness  as  to  the  date  of 
disclosure,  of  an  intention  to  present  a  motion  for  leave  to  amend  W.'s  pre- 
liminary statement,  Held  that  such  notice  is  insufficient  to  warmnt  amend- 
ment of  the  statement  to  change  the  allegation  of  maUng  a  model  to  an  all<^- 
tion  of  reduction  to  practice  at  such  date.  Kent  v.  Wilmm  v.  Jeffery  and 
Jeffery,  288. 

6.  Same — Delay  in  Brinoino  Motion. — Where  counsel  for  W.  was  apprised 

of  the  facts  which  W .  expected  to  prove  as  early  as  September  23, 1908,  and  the 
testimony  in  behalf  of  W.  was  filed  in  the  Patent  Office  on  October  9,  1908, 
but  the  motion  to  amend  the  preliminary  statement  was  not  Sled  until 
October  30,  Held  that  in  the  absence  of  sufficient  excuse  the  delay  in  filing 
the  motion  warrants  the  denial  of  the  motion.  Id. 
MOTION  TO  DISSOLVE  INTERFERENCE.  See  Interference,  1,  2,  3,  4,  8,  18, 20, 
22,  23,  37,  43,  50,  64;  Jurigdi/:tion  of  the  Committioner  o/PalenU;  Mtuuhmut; 
Trade- Marix,  9,  34,  131,  132;  Trangmisiion  of  Motioni. 

1.  TiMB  FOB  Bringino.—A  party  may  under  Rule  122  wait  till  the  thirtieth  day 

after  the  approval  of  the  preliminary  statements  to  bring  a  motion  to  dissolve; 
but  if  he  brings  it  before  the  thirtieth  day  he  wuves  his  right  to  the  remainder 
otthe period.    Rockttroh  y.WaTTiock,  10. 

2.  Amended  MonoH~TaA nbhis bio n.— Where  a  party  acting  in  good  faith  files 

a  motion  which  is  held  to  be  indefinite  and  an  amended  motion  curing  the 
informalities  is  promptly  filed  within  the  limit  of  appeal  set  from  the  previous 
decision,  the  amended  motion  should  be  transmitted.    Id. 

3.  Same — BxpeiuhentalProbecution. — A  party  cannot  be  permitted  to  prose- 

cute a  case  experimentally,  and  where  the  amended  motion  does  not  cure 
the  iofonnalitiea  pointed  out  in  the  first  decision  a  third  motion  is  entitled  to 
no  consideration.    Id. 
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4.  Delat  in  Filino — Tranbmission. — A  delay  of  Beven  weeks  in  the  filing  at  a 
motion  to  dissolve  will  not  be  excused  on  a  showing  that  counsel  called 
applicant's  atteution  to  the  advisability  of  filing  the  motion,  that  it  waa  appli- 
cant's intention  to  visit  Washington  for  the  purpose  of  consulting  his  attorney 
regardii^  the  motion,  but  that  before  a  meeting  could  be  arranged  businea? 
of  great  importance  called  him  to  other  places,  especially  in  view  of  a  vigorouii 
protest  by  the  opposing  party  against  delay  and  a  showing  that  such  delay 
would  result  in  hardship  to  him.     Btacimore  v.  Ball,  60. 

G.  Sake — Same.— The  fact  that  an  appeal  had  been  taken  from  a  decision  refusing 
to  transmit  a  former  motion  to  dissolve  and  tliat  applicant  was  awaiting  a 
decision  thereon,  Held  insufficient  to  excuse  delay  in  bringing  a  second 
motion.     Papendell  v.  Bunnell  v,  Rekenstdn  v.  Gaigman  v.  Gillelte,  57. 

6.  Dbliv  in  Bbinoino. — The  pendency  of  a  motion  to  shiFt  the  burden  of  proof 

is  DO  excuse  for  the  delay  in  bringing  a  motion  to  dissolve.  Pritt  v.  Blact- 
tnoTt,  72. 

7.  Res  Adjudicata. — A  decision  refusing  to  dissolve  an  interference  on  the 

ground  of  res  adjudicata  is  a  favorable  decision  on  the  merits  and  will  not  bo 
reviewed  on  appeal.    (Rule  124.)    Degen  v.  P/adt,  73. 

8.  Transmission. — A  motion  to  dissolve  baaed  on  the  defectiveness  of  the  oath 

filed  by  the  opposing  party  should  not  be  traniunitted,  as  it  ia  well  settled  that 
the  matter  of  a  proper  oath  is  an  ex  parte  one  and  furnishes  no  ground  for 
dissolution.     Rove  v.  Brinkmann,  75. 

9.  Same. — A  motion  alleging  that  the  opposing  party  has  no  right  to  make  the 

claims  on  account  of  informality  of  his  specification  is  too  indefinite  to  be 
transmitted.    Id. 

10.  Tarty'b  Right  to  Question  His  Own  Right  to  Make  Claims. — Where  an 

applicant  adopted  claims  suggested  under  Rule  90  from  another  application, 
a  motion  to  diaslove  filed  by  him  alleging  that  he  has  no  right  to  make  such 
claims  is  proper,  and  the  same  should  be  transmitted  to  the  Primary  Exam- 
iner. (jtfiVfcr  V.  Perham,  i\  D.,  1906.  157;  121  O.  G.,  2667,  and  MarHn  v. 
MtUlin,  C.  D.,  1907,  119;  127  O.  G.,  321G,  modified;  doctrine  of  Eickelberger 
and  Bibner  v.  IHllim,  C.  D.,  1907,  230;  129  0.  G.,  3161,  extended.)  Hermg. 
dor/ v.  Vriggi  v.  Schneider,  94. 

11.  Transmission. — A  motion  to  dissolve  filed  late  and  based  on  allied  admis- 

sions in  a  motion  filed  by  the  opposing  party  will  not  be  transmitted.  Ellis 
v.Schroederv.  Alien,  140. 

12.  Same. — A  motion   to  dissolve  on  the  ground  of  non-paten  lability  based  on 

patents  granted  on  applications  filed  subsequently  to  the  date  of  invention 
alleged  by  one  ot  the  parties  to  the  interference  in  his  preliminarj'  slatement 
should  not  be  transmitted.  Raymond  v.  KiUelman  v.  Sommer  et  al.  v.  Ctnu- 
din.  153. 

13.  Same. — A  motion  to  dissolve  on  the  ground  ot  irregularity  in  declaration  will 

not  be  transmitted  where  it  appears  that  the  basis  of  this  ground  is  that  the 
other  party  has  no  right  to  make  the  claims  corresponding  to  the  issue.  SHn- 
ner  v.  Carpenter,  164. 

14.  After  Notice  Under  Rule  114 — Transmission. — Where  in  answer  to  an 

order  issued  under  Rule  114  against  a  junior  party  to  an  interierence  to  show 
cause  why  judgment  should  not  be  rendered  against  bim  such  party  preeenli) 
a  motion  for  dissolution  alleging  n on- patentability  of  the  i-ssue,  it  is  incum- 
bent upon  him  to  comply  strictly  with  the  provisions  of  Rule  122,  and  such  a 
motion  filed  after  the  expiration  of  the  tliirty  days  allowed  by  the  rule  should 
not  be  transmitted  in  the  absence  of  a  very  satiBfaolory  showing  of  reasons 
why  it  waa  not  earlier  presented.  Ryder  v.  Brown  v.  Tripp  and  Mciteang  v. 
While,  2S3. 
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15.  TRANsmasiON.— A  inotiun  todueolvean  inteTference on  the  ground  tliat<Hie 

of  the  partiee  thereto  had  no  right  to  make  the  claims  of  the  ieeue  in  an  earlier 
application  of  which  the  application  in  issue  was  at«ted  in  the  declaratioa 
to  be  a  division  raises  a  question  relating  to  the  burden  of  proof  and  should 
not  be  transmitted.     Townxend  v.  Ekra  v.  Young  v.  Smile,  261. 

16.  Delay — Excusb  Insufficient. — The  fact  that  the  Primary  Examiner  dio- 

covers  a  reference  and  brings  it  forward  of  his  own  motion  in  a  companion 
interference  is  no  excuse  for  the  delay  of  a  party  in  bringing  a  motion  to  dis- 
solve based  on  such  reference  where  it  does  not  appear  that  the  same  could 
not  have  been  discovered  in  time  had  diligence  been  exercised.    Id. 

17.  Priob  Motion — Rbb   Adjcdicata. — Where  a  motion  to  dissolve  an  inter- 

ference is  brought  in  the  name  of  an  assignee  and  such  assignee  afterward 
files  an  application  for  the  invention  and  is  included  in  the  same  interfer- 
ence, he  is  precluded  from  bringing  a  motion  in  his  name  to  disolve  such 
interierence  which  t^leges  either  the  same  ground  that  was  proviously  raised 
or  any  ground  which  might  have  been  raised  in  the  previous  motion. 
ToionieTKf  v.  Ehret  v.  Young  v.  Struble,  263. 

MOTION  TO  SHIFT  BURDEN  OF  PROOF.  See  Inurftrenft.  29;  Motion,  to  Di»- 
tolve  Inier/erenee,  6. 

MOTION  TO  STRIKE  OUT  TESTIMONY.    See  Tmimony,  5. 

MOTION  TO  SUPPRESS  TESTIMONY.    See  Tra-h-Marit.  10. 

1.  Appeai.  pbom  Decision  of  the  Examiner  of  1  htbhpe re ncss.— Where  the 

Examiner  of  Interferences  In  his  decision  on  priority  decided  a  motion  to 
suppress  testimony,  Held  that  an  appeal  from  that  decision  will  not  be  con- 
sidered until  the  case  comes  before  the  Commissioner  on  appeal  on  priority. 
Dyion  V.  Landv.  Dunbar  v.  Brotcne,  99. 

2.  Same— Jurisdiction  of  the  ExAuiNBBa-iN-OBiEP.— The  Examio era- in-Chief 

have  jurisdiction  to  pass  upon  the  correctness  of  the  action  of  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences  in  suppressing  testimony  and  to  consider  the  Hime  if  in  their 
opinion  it  should  not  have  been  suppressed.    Id. 

MUSICAL  COMPOSITIONS.    See  Copyright,  2. 

NAME  OF  APPLICANT.    See  Trade-Marks,  25,  83,  88. 

NEGLIGENCE.    See  Pretiminan/  SuiUituW,  4,  5. 

NEW  APPLICATION. 

pATENTABiLmr — SECOND  APPLICATION — Reb  Adjudicata.^ — Where  an  applicant 
after  having  been  refused  a  patent  by  the  Commieeioner  on  appeal  presented 
a  new  application  containing  claims  differing  from  thoee  of  the  earlier  appli- 
cation in  phraseology  rather  than  in  meaning,  Held  that  such  differences  or 
any  changes  merely  broadening  claims  that  have  been  once  determined  do 
not  affect  the  conclueivcness  of  the  former  adjudication  and  that  the  subject- 
matter  was  res  adjudicata.     *In  re  Edison,  327. 

NEW  MATTER.     See  fltwiM  Applicatiims,  2. 

NEWLY  DISCOVERED  EVIDENCE.     See  Imerference.  32. 

NOTARY  PUBLIC,     See  Comtnirlion.  of  Statuia,  8;  Trade-MarkM,  108.  109. 

NOTICE  OF  MOTION.    See  Inttrfermee,  19. 

OATH.     See  Motion  to  Diuohe  Interference,  8;  Supplemental  Oath. 

Delay  in  Coupletino  Appucation — New  Oath  Required, — Where  a  petition, 
oath,  specification,  and  drawing  were  filed  in  the  Office  on  a  certain  date, 
hut  the  fee  was  not  paid  until  over  four  months  later,  a  new  oath  was  properly 
required.     Ex  parte  Miller,  286, 

OLD  DEVICES,     See  Redurtion  to  Practice,  9, 

OPERATJVENESS.     See  Interference,  17,  27;  Preliminary  Stalement,  lU, 

.lyCOOglC 
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OPPOSITION  TO  REGISTRATION.  See  Trade-Marti,  16,  17,  18,  23,  24,  26,  26, 
27,  28,  29,  30, 34,  40,  43, 50,  61,  52,  53,  65,  60,  61,  62,  63,  69,  70,  71, 89, 90, 91, 
100, 101,  108.  109,  119, 120,  125,  134,  136,  138,  139. 

OPINION  OF  THE  ATTORNEY-GENERAL.  See  Rentiral  of  Forfeited  Applira- 
ivmt,  4. 

ORAL  TESTIMONY.    See  Emdenee,  1;  Tmde-Marki,  79. 

ORDER  TO  SHOW  CAUSE.    See  PrehmtiMny  Statement,  9,  10. 

ORIGINALITY.    See  Inwferenct,  45. 

ORIGINATOR.     See  Trade- Marh,,  89. 

OWNERSHIP.     See  Trade-Marki,  11,  76,  89,  135. 

PARTIES  IN  INTEREST,    Btx  Acceu  to  Pending  Applkaliofu. 

PATENTABILITY.  See  InlerfereiUx,42,*i,4S:  Im>entvm;  Motion  to  Dinolve Inter- 
ference, 12,  14;  NetB  Applitalion;  Subttilution  of  JUaUrial. 

1.  Invbntion^Boi-Liner. — A  claim  for  a  removable  box-liner  conmstiag  of  a 

Bheet  of  paper  cut  Id  the  shape  of  a  cross,  creased  at  the  junction  of  the  arniB, 
and  having  lacework  ornamentation  attached  to  the  arms  is  lacking  in  pat- 
entable novelty  in  view  oE  the  prior  art,  which  discloees  the  use  of  one-piece 
removable  linera  and  the  use  of  non-r«movable  linerB  bordered  with  lace- 
work.   */n  re  Warren,  351. 

2.  CoNNBCTiNo  Parts  bt  Cabtino. — Where  a  claim  coveta  a  lathe  structure 

comprising  a  pair  of  uprights  and  a  bed  consisting  of  two  sections  of  shaiting 
arranged  one  above  the  other,  said  sections  having  tbeir  ends  cast  or  embedded 
in  the  uprights,  Ueld  that  there  is  nothing  patentable  in  the  idea  of  catling 
the  ends  of  the  cross-barB  into  the  uprights.    *In  re  Sheldon,  465. 

3.  Anticipation— N  ON -An  ALOoo  OB  Abtb,— A   lathe  having  a  bed  consisting 

of  two  horizontal  bars  arranged  one  above  the  other  in  not  anticipated  by  a 
drill-frame  having  two  vertically-arranged  bars,  the  two  devices  having 
difiei«nt  functions  and  belonging  to  remote  arts.    *Id. 

4.  Appeal  to  Court  on  PsioRrrr. — The  question  of  the  patentability  of  an 

invention  is  not  one  for  determination  by  the  court  of  appeals  upon  an 
appeal  from  a  decision  on  priority.    "Mell  v.  MidgUy,  512, 

PATENTEE  AND  APPLICANT.    See  Bwden  of  Proof  . 

PATENT  INADVERTENTLY  GRANTED.    See  Burden  of  Proof:  Patent  Rightt,  2. 

PATENT  RIGHTS. 

1.  Vested  Riohtb.— A  patent  constitutes  a  contract,  but  no  vested  right  of 

which  the  applicant  for  patent  cannot  be  deprived  is  acquired  under  the 
jneliminary  proceedings  leading  to  its  inuance,  and  a  statute  passed  while 
an  application  is  pending  will  apply  to  such  a  case  as  well  as  to  cases  Hied 
after  its  passage  unless  it  especially  provides  for  the  protection  of  pending 
cases.    *De  Perranti  v.  lAmhruirk,  353. 

2.  In  adverts  ntlt-Grakted  Patent — Right  op  Patbntbb.^A  patentee  whose 

patent  issues  while  the  application  of  another  party  for  the  same  invention 
is  pending  in  the  Patent  Office  acquires  as  against  that  other  party  no  rights 
by  the  issuance  of  the  patent.    'Id. 
PAYMENT  OF  FINAL  FEES. 

1,  Pinal  Feb — Delay  in  Filino — Not  Accepted. — A  final  fee  which  was 
inclosed  in  a  letter  registered  at  a  substation  of  the  post-oftice  of  Washington. 
D.  C,  at  about  half-past  ten  o'clock  of  the  last  day  for  payment,  but  which 
was  not  delivered  to  the  Office  until  the  second  day  thereafter  because  of 
an  intervening  holiday,  will  not  be  accepted  an<l  applied,  as  it  was  filed 
outside  of  the  period  filed  by  law.     Ei  parte  Prmpiey,  39. 
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2.  Postal  AuTHORinEe  Agents  of  Sender. — The  poeUl  authorities  are  the 

Bgenta  of  the  sender  and  not  of  the  Patent  Office,  and  a  delay  by  them  mual 
be  charged  to  the  principal.    Id. 

3.  Final  Fee  Received  Late — Co NstbE ration  op  Methods  of  Deuverino 

Mail. — A  final  fee  which  ia  filed  too  late  cannot  be  received  on  the  groimd 
that  if  the  poet-office  instead  of  an  t^ent  of  the  Patent  Office  had  delivered 
the  same  or  if  the  agent  of  the  Patent  Office  had  called  at  the  poet^ffice  late 
in  the  day  instead  of  the  middle  thereof  the  fee  would  have  reached  the 
Patent  OIHce  in  time.  The  Patent  Office  is  required  to  send  for  ite  mail, 
and  it  cannot  control  this  matter,  and  experience  haa  shown  that  it  is  neces- 
sary to  the  security  of  those  having  business  with  the  Office  and  ia  most  con- 
venient to  the  Office  and  the  public  to  collect  the  registered  mail  shortly 
after  midday,  and  no  good  reason  ia  seen  for  departing  from  the  practice.    Id. 

4.  Same — Delay  in  Filing — Not  Accepted. — A  final  fee  which  was  inclosed 

in  a  letter  registered  at  a  substation  of  the  poet-office  of  Waehii^ton,  D.  C, 
on  the  last  day  allowed  for  payment  thereof  and  which  reached  the  city 
poet-office  at  about  2.30  p.  m.  of  said  day,  but  was  not  delivered  to  the  Patent 
Office  until  the  secoitd  day  thereaiter  because  oE  an  intervening  holiday, 
should  not  be  accepted  and  applied,  aa  it  was  filed  outside  of  the  period  fixed 
by  hiw.  t/n  re  Dempsey,  301, 
6.  Same — Conbtkuctivb  Deuvbrt  to  Patent  Ojticb— Evidbncb.— The  con- 
tention that  a  final  fee  which  was  placed  in  a  receptacle  eet  apart  for  the 
Patent  Office  by  the  city  poet-office  on  the  last  day  allowed  for  payment 
is  constructively  a  delivery  to  the  Patent  Office  has  no  basis  in  the  abeence 
of  proof  that  the  fee  was  so  set  apart.  ^Id. 
6.  Evidence — Rbcokd  op  Post-Oppice  CoNCLtJsivB. — The  records  of  the  city 
post-office  as  to  the  time  when  a  registered  package  was  placed  in  a  receptacle 
set  apart  for  the  use  of  the  Patent  Office  will  be  accepted  as  conclusive,    t^''- 

PETITION  TO  THE  COMMISSIONER  OF  PATENTS.  See  ExamiTuOion  o/Appli- 
caliom,  4;  lalerferetKe,  6,  13;  Jurisdictwn  of  the  Cotirt  of  AppeaU  o/ the  Dii- 
Irkt  of  Columbia  Over  Practiee  in  the  Pattnt  Offiet. 

POVERTY.    See  InUr/erence,  12;  Prelimiruay  SlaUtnent,  5;  Reduction  to  Practice,  7. 

PRACTICE  IN  THE  PATENT  OFFICE,    ^ee  ExamxTUition  of  Apjilitaliona. 

PRELIMINARY  STATEMENT.  See  Amendment  to  Preliminary  Statment:  Inter- 
ference, 55 ;  Motion  to  Amend  Preliminary  Statement;  Reduction  to  Practice,  1, 
2;  Tealimony,  2. 

1.  Ahendhbnt  Aptbb  TBSTDioNr  Taken.— Where  a  party  gave  notice  at  the 

conclusion  of  the  taking  of  his  testimony  that  he  proposed  to  bring  a  motion 
to  amend  his  preliminary  statement  to  conform  to  his  proofs,  but  failed  to  bring 
the  motion  until  after  the  testimony  of  the  opposing  party  was  taken  and 
filed,  although  the  error  to  be  corrected  by  such  amendment  was  known  to 
him  at  least  two  months  before  notice  of  the  propoeedamendmentwas given, 
Reld  that  amendment  will  not  be  permitted,  aa  no  excuse  Is  offered  for  the 
delay,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  evidence  on  which  the  motion  was 
based  was  not  acceaeible  or  would  not  have  been  discovered  before  preparing 
the  original  statement  had  proper  care  and  diligence  been  exercised.  Qrten 
V.  Farley,  12. 

2.  Extending  Time  for  Filing. — Where  the  time  for  filing  preliminary  state- 

ments had  been  extended  several  months  in  view  of  the  mental  conditJon  of 
one  of  the  parties,  //eU that  a  motion  for  further  ext«nBion  was  properly  denied 
where  the  only  showing  in  support  of  the  motion  is  the  affidavit  of  a  physician 
elating  that  in  hie  opinion  the  applicant  will  in  a  few  months  be  sufficiently 
recovered  to  be  reliable  aa  to  hie  recollection  of  pastoccurrencee.  ChtmhiU 
V.  Goodicin,  60, 
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3.  Same — Equitable  Assignee. — An  order  penuitting  an  allied  equitable 

assignee  to  file  a  pretiminary  statement  will  not  be  entered  where  the  asaign- 
ment  is  not  of  record  and  ample  opportunity  has  been  given  to  file  a  state- 
ment in  accordance  with  Rule  131  and  the  failure  to  doso  is  not  sufficiently 
excused.    M, 

4.  Delay  ik  Fiung — Excuse  Insufficient. — Permission  to  file  a  preliminary 

statement  will  not  be  granted  when  filed  nearly  four  months  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  period  allowed  for  such  action  and  after  the  granting  of  two  exten- 
sions of  time  for  the  taking  of  testimony  where  it  appears  that  applicant's 
counsel  notified  the  assignee  of  an  undivided  half  interest  of  the  interference 
andaskedhim  to  secure  from  the  applicant  the  information  necessary  to  make 
a  preliminary  statement  and  that  said  counsel  addressed  a  letter  to  applicant 
advising  him  about  the  preliminary  statement,  which  presumably  was  deliv- 
ered, as  it  was  not  returned.  Whether  applicant  had  actual  notice  or  not, 
the  failure  to  obtain  the  necessary  data  by  counsel  or  by  the  assignee  was 
negligence  with  which  applicant  is  chargeable.     Anderson  v.  Peck,  66, 

5.  Ambndhbnt  After  Testimont  Taken. — Where  a  party  in  preparing  a  pre- 

liminary statement  recollects  having  had  a  conversation  in  which  the  inven- 
tion in  issue  was  discussed  and  writee  a  letter  addressed  to  the  party  with 
whom  the  conversation  was  had  to  find  out  whether  the  invention  was  dis- 
closed to  him  at  that  time,  but  gets  no  reply,  and  does  nothii^  further  with 
respect  thereto,  and  it  does  not  appear  whether  the  letter  was  returned  or 
whether  it  even  had  a  return  card  on  it,  or  that  applicant  endeavored  to  find 
out  through  mutual  friends  of  such  party's  whereabouts,  Eeld  that  such  party 
was  n^ligent  and  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  amend  his  preliminary  statement 
after  testimony  was  taken  carrying  his  date  of  disclosure  back  to  the  dale 
of  such  conversation  on  the  plea  of  poverty,  applicant  having  failed  to 
take  the  steps  within  his  means  to  secure  the  information  sought.  Floyd  v. 
Rohlfing  82. 

6.  Aubndmbnt  to  Carrt  Back  Date  of  DiacLosuRB. — Since  the  rule  regard- 

ing the  allegations  of  preliminary  statements  requires  a  specific  statement  as 
todisclosuteas  well  astoconceptionofthe  invention,  a  party  may  not  amend 
his  statement  by  carrying  back  the  date  allied  for  diacloeure  to  the  date 
allied  for  conception  on  the  theory  that  disclosure  is  merely  evidence  of 
conception.    Id. 

7.  Motion  to  Ahend. — The  practice  in  permitting  amendments  to  preliminary 

statements  has  been  well  defined  in  many  consistent  decisions,  and  the  appli- 
cability of  the  principles  announced  therein  to  the  facts  in  any  paiticular 
case  should  ordinarily  be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  Examiner  of  Interfer- 
ences.   Smith  and  Wwket  v.  Emenon  v.  Sanders,  97. 

8.  EzTENDiNQ  TiHB   FOR   FiLiNo. — The  question  of  the  extension  of  times  for 

filing  preliminary  statements  will  be  left  wholly  within  the  discretion  of  the 
Examiner  of  Interferences,  and  no  appeal  will  lie  from  his  decisions  thereon. 
LuJuutewtke  v.  CoU,  130. 

9.  Failure  to  Ovebcobb  tbe  Fiuno  Date  of  Senior  Paett— Order  to 

Show  Gaubb, — In  cases  where  the  junior  party  to  an  interference  alleges  in 
his  preliminary  statement  a  date  of  conception  prior  to  the  senior  party's 
filing  date,  but  the  other  dates  alleged  are  subsequent  thereto,  the  Examiner 
of  Interferences  should  issue  an  order  to  show  cause  why  judgment  on  the 
record  should  not  be  rendered  against  such  junior  party,  as  experience  shows 
it  is  rarely,  if  ever,  that  conception  is  proven  by  means  other  than  disclosure. 
Eopkint  V.  Peters  v.  Dtmmt,  131. 
10.  Sahe. — If  in  resfKinse  to  the  order  to  show  cause  such  junior  party  or  his 
attorney  shall  file  an  affidavit  stating  that  it  is  proposed  to  establish  concep- 
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tioD  by  means  other  than  dUcloBure,  the  Exuniner  of  Iiit«rferencee  ehould 
not  render  judgment,  but  should  set  times  for  taking  teetimony.  Id. 
11.  Intbrpbrbnce — Sbveral  P^Rnaa — Juniok  Partt  Paiuno  to  Ovbrcouk 
FiuKO  Dates  of  All  Parties — Right  to  Take  Tbbtihokt. — Where  in  an 
interference  between  several  ptutiee  the  prelimiiury  stfttement  of  the  junior 
party  faile  to  overcome  the  filing  date  of  the  senior  party,  but  does  overcome 
the  filing  date  of  an  intermediate  party,  and  such  junitMr  party  raises  the  ques- 
tion of  the  operativenees  of  the  senior  party's  device  and  is  entitled  to  aigue 
such  question  at  final  hearing,  Held  that  it  is  proper  to  assign  such  junior 
party  time  to  take  leetimony  on  the  question  of  priority  and  also,  upon  suffi- 
cient showing,  upon  the  queetion  of  (he  operativeneee  of  the  eenior  party's 
device.  All  queetions  relating  to  priority  should  be  tried  out  in  one  proceed- 
ing and  not  piecemeal.  Martin  v.Ooodrumy.Dytonv.Lailig  and  Gootirum, 
135. 

PRESUMPTION.    See  Employer  and  Employet,  2;  Tttlimony,  9,  10, 12. 

PRIMA  FACIE  EVIDENCE.    See  Tmdt-Markt,  135. 

PRIORITY  OF  ADOPTION  AND  USE.    See  Trade-Markt,  15, 110, 112, 117. 127. 

PRIORITY  OF  INVENTION.  See  Abandorud  Applicationt;  Abantkm^  Ecperi- 
menu;  Abandonment  of  Applieation*;  Appeal  to  the  Examineri-m-Chie/;  Delay 
in  Filing  Application*;  Inter/erenee,  6, 11, 12, 21, 25, 35, 39, 42,43, 46, 4S,  49, 51, 
56,  67;  Motion  to  SuppreM  Teitiwrny,  1;  Jteduetion  to  Practiet,  7,  8,  10;  Ret 
Adjudicaia;  Supplemental  Oath. 

1.  Dbcision  on — TEaTiMONT  AS  TO  PuBuo  UsB. — Where  after  a  decision  on 

priority  Id  favor  of  G.  has  become  final  publiC'UM  proceedings  are  instituted 
in  view  of  a  protest  of  W.  and  0.,  thedecisiononpriority  will  not  be  set  aside 
in  view  of  the  teetiroony  taken  in  that  proceeding.  Ex  parte  Wetuelmann 
and  Overboil,  4. 

2.  Intebfehence  anh  PDBLio.UeB  Procbbdenos— Uattebs  at  Isbde  Di^er- 

BNT, — The  matters  at  issue  in  an  interference  and  in  public-use  proceedings 
are  difierent,  and  the  teetimony  taken  in  the  latter  cannot  be  held  conclusive 
of  the  queetioD  of  priority  of  invention.     Id. 

3.  Lack  op  Diuobnce. —Evidence  held  to  show  that  B.,  while  the  first  to  con- 

ceive the  invention  in  issue,  was  the  last  to  reduce  to  practice  and  was  not 
exercising  dilligence  at  the  time  H.  entered  the  field  and  subsequently 
thereto  and  priority  properly  awarded  to  H.    Hanm  v.  Black,  25. 

4.  Sahb — Work  on  otbbr  Invbntions. — Where  an  inventor  has  a  conception 

of  a  device  which  can  be  put  to  practical  use  upon  devices  exbting  in  the  art, 
delay  in  reducing  the  invention  to  practice  for  the  purpoee  of  perfecting  other 
inventions  lo  be  used  in  connection  therewith  cannot  be  consid^^  as  an 
exercise  of  due  diligence  where  another  has  in  the  meantime  entered  the 
field  and  reduced  the  invention  to  practice.    Id. 

5.  Invention  bt  Third  Party. — The  question  whether  a  third  party  not  involved 

in  an  interference  is  the  real  inventor  of  the  subject-matter  in  issue  is  not 
pertinent  to  the  question  oE  priority  of  invention.     Id. 

6.  Concession — Sionature  of  Appucant  Nbcbssart. — A  concession  of  priority 

should  be  signed  by  the  applicant,  if  living,  or,  if  not,  by  his  executor  or 
administrator,  even  though  both  the  applications  involved  in  the  inter- 
ference are  assigned  to  the  same  party.    Alt  v.  Carpertler,  49. 

7.  Interpbrbncb. — W.  obtained  a  Freadi  patent  on  8ept«mb«  2S,  1900.    The 

earliest  foreign  filii^  date  of  the  opposing  party  was  subsequent  to  this  date, 
and  the  evidence  did  not  eetablish  an  introduction  into  this  country  by  said 
party  prior  thereto.  Held  that  priority  of  invention  was  properly  awarded 
to  W.    "Gueniffet,  Benoit,  and  Niemdl  v.  Wielonohn,  367. 
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8.  BiOHT  TO  Makb  Cunia — NBCBMrrr  fob  Supplbmbntal  Oath.— Where  one 

of  the  Pardee  to  an  interference  added  the  clainu  in  i«ue  by  amendment 
without  a  supplemental  OAth,  the  court  of  appeals  would  not  be  justified  in 
awarding  priority  to  the  oppoeiDg  party  because  of  such  failure.  The  most 
that  the  court  could  do  under  the  circnmHtancea  would  be  to  remand  the 
proceeding,  in  order  that  a  supplemental  oath  may  be  made  and  the  matter 
renewed.    "Phillips  v.  Sensenich,  391. 

9.  Saub — Same.— The  original  specification  of  N.'s  application  relating  to  com- 

bined type-writing  and  adding-nutchines  did  not  describe  the  adding- 
machinee,  but  stated  that  the  invention  was  illustnted  "in  connection  with 
an  adding-machine  of  the  class  known  as  'registering  accountants,' "  and 
only  the  case  and  a  few  minor  elements  thereof  were  shown  in  the  drawings. 
tieid  that  in  view  of  the  evidence  showing  that  such  term  referred  to  a  well- 
known  construction  and  that  such  construction  was  the  only  one  on  the 
market  which  had  the  distinctive  appewunce  illuatrMed  in  the  drawing, 
N .  had  the  right  to  make  claims  to  a  combination  including  specific  elements 
of  such  adding  machine.  "Hopkitu  v.  Newman,  395. 
10.  Saub. — In  awarding  priority  of  invention  the  right  of  a  party  to  make  a  claim 
may  be  considered  as  an  ancillary  question ;  but  where  three  tribunale  of  the 
Patent  Office  have  concurred  in  answering  the  question  in  the  affirmative  the 
court  will  follow  them  unless  a  manifest  error  has  been  committed.  *Lind- 
mark  v.  Hodgkitaon,  540. 
U.  Interferbncb — EvinBKCE. — Where  the  inventm'  has  no  definite  recollection 
of  the  time  he  conceived  his  invention,  but  can  only  estimate  the  date  by  the 
filing  of  a  certain  document  which  was  filed  five  days  after  the  filing  of  the 
opposii^  party's  application,  and  in  answer  to  one  question  he  placed  his 
conception  at  a  few  weeks  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  document  and  later  admits 
that  before  testifying  he  fixed  the  time  in  the  affidavit  at  about  one  week, 
Held  that  the  evidence  is  too  uncertain  to  overcome  the  fiUng  date  of  the 
opposing  party's  application.     *Sleimnelz  v.  Tlumat,  644. 

PRIOR  PATENTS.    See  Continwou*  Application,  1. 

PRIOR  REGISTRATION.    See  Trade-MarU,  116. 

PRIOR  USE.     See  InUr/trence,  t. 

PROCESS.    See  Invention,  2,  7,  8. 

PROCESS  OF  LAW. 

CoHSTrrunoNAL  Law— Sbabchbs  and  Ssizubes.— Constitutiona]  rights  of  a 
corporate  defendant  in  an  action  for  the  forfeiture  of  infringing  copies  of  a 
painting  protected  by  copyright  are  not  violated  by  the  admission  in  evidence 
of  the  replevin  proceedings  under  which  such  infringing  copies  were  seized 
over  the  objection  that  by  such  proceedings  rights  under  the  fourth  and  fifth 
amendments  to  the  Federal  Constitution  were  invaded.  ^'Amtrican  Tobacco 
Company  v.  WercktttatUr,  571. 

PROOF.    See  lUduetion  U>  Practice,  1,  2. 

PROPERTY  RIGHTS.    See  CopgHght,  3,4,  5,  6,  7. 

PROSECUTION  OF  APPLICATION.    See  Reopening  oj  R^eeUd  Cam. 

PUBLICATION  OF  TRADE-MARKS.    See  Trade-Mark$,  67,  82. 

PUBLIC  USE. 

1.  Evidbncb — ComnSBioNEB's  Decision  iNsirmiNG  PnocBRnDiaB  Nor 
CoNcLiraiVB. — The  fact  that  the  Commissioner  holds  certain  <z  parte  affidavits 
filed  in  support  of  a  petition  for  the  institution  of  public-use  proceedings  to 
be  sufficient  to  make  out  a  prima facit  case  of  public  use  such  as  to  warrant  the 
taking  of  testimony  does  not  preclude  the  Primary  Examiner  from  ruling  that 
69025— H.  Doc.  1349,  60-2 42 
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the  evidence  Ukeo  in  roch  prooeedingB  ia  not  niffieient  to  wanHit  tlierejeo 
ticm.  of  the  claima.  ^  parte  Bartitf/,  224. 
2.  ApTBAL  NOT  Auiowu)  Fsoif  Fboiaxt  Exakuiib'b  Fatobablb  Dbcision  on 
Fdbuo  Use. — Tha  kctitm  of  the  ezaauner  fatdding  that  teetimoBy  in  public- 
use  proceedings  is  insufficient  to  mnant  the  rejection  of  the  applicant's 
claims  will  be  reviewed  only  whwe  each  obvious  enor  appCMs  as  will  waoant 
the  supervisory  action  of  the  Commissioner.    Id. 

PUBLIC-USE  PROCEEDINGS.    See  Pnori*  of  /iweiOwn,  1.  2;  P^Mie  U$t,  2. 

REBUTTAL  TESTIMONY.    See  Tatmon^,  2;  T»Kk-Markt,  6. 

RECONBIDERATION.  See  Eummatiim  of  AppUoationB,  2,  S;  Motimi  to  Ammd 
PrtHmmmy  Statttnent,  4. 

RECORDS  OF  THE  PATENT  OFFICE.    See  Dramn^t,  2. 

REDECLARATION  OF  INTERFERENCE.    See  InUrfirtna,  GO,  54. 

REDUCTION  TO  PRACTICE.  See  Dtl<m  in  PUing  Applieationt,  I;  Divitiotud 
AfpUaUiaM;  Bmplofv  and  Employtt,  3;  Evidenet,  1;  Intajtrmet,  5,  II,  26, 
40,  41, 44,  6G,  H;  Motim  to  Amend  Praiminary  SUUement,  6,  6;  FHoriif/  c/ 
Invention,  3,  4,  9. 

1.  iHTBKmtBMCB— PBOors    RssmcriD    bs   Au^BaAnoNS   or   PRKUMMAfir 

Statiiikkt.— Where  the  pfeliminary  statement  of  a  party  alleges  redoctkn 
to  piactice  in  January,  1906,  evidence  showing  the  construction  ot  an  allt^ed 
model  in  18t6  cannot  be  accepted  as  proving  an  earlier  date  of  reduction  to 
practice,    Phillipi  v.  Sentenich,  14. 

2.  Sakb — Issue — CoNsmoonoN. — Tb*  tenns  (rf  an  interference  iwue  will  not 

be  given  a  strained  or  unnatural  meaning  or  be  construed  to  refer  to  something 
not  disclosed  by  either  party  in  order  to  include  within  the  issue  an  early 
device  made  by  one  of  the  parties.    Id. 

3.  Sams — EvmiNon.— The  statement  of  witnesses  who  were  thoroughly  familiar 

with  the  construction  of  a  device  that  it  operated  succeesfully  HeU  sufficient 
to  establish  a  successful  test  where  the  operation  of  the  device  is  easQy 
understood  and  the  device  itself  is  in  evidence  and  fouod  to  aatis&ctoTily 
perform  the  intended  functions.    Ebenote  v.  Durtin,  29. 

4.  Same— CHAKAtTrBR  of  Tevrs.— Where  devices  of  the  kind  involved  were  w«U 

understood  and  the  only  point  to  be  determined  by  a  test  was  lAether  upon 
the  operation  of  the  controller-handle  the  dog  which  wae  attached  Uioeto 
would  move  in  the  way  stated,  Beld  thAt  it  was  not  necemary  that  a  teat 
be  pw&nned  under  conditions  ot  actual  service  in  order  to  establidi  a  reduc- 
tion to  practice.  Id. 
6,  Bams — Aoent. — An  inventor  ctwceived  an  invention  and  embodied  it  in  a 
model  irtiich  was  submitt«d  to  the  company  that  controlled  the  sale  of  the 
machine  for  irtiich  the  improvement  was  designed,  but  the  company  refused 
to  purchase  the  invention  and  returned  the  model  to  the  inventor.  An 
officer  of  such  company  disclosed  it  to  the  fcveman  of  the  factory  of  a  sub- 
sidiary  corporation,  who  set  about  adapting  it  to  the  machine  made  by 
them  for  the  parent  company,  and  a  completed  machine  was  built  embody- 
ing such  invention.  Seld  that  such  reduction  to  practice  does  not  inure  to 
the  inventor,  aa  such  companies  were  not  acting  as  the  inventor's  agents, 
and  the  fact  that  they  subsequently  purchased  and  procured  an  assignment 
of  the  invention  does  not  affect  Uie  questitm.  (,B%aiUr  v.  SHietnm,  C.  D., 
189B,  564;  85  O.  G.,  610;  13  App.  D.  C,  214,  226;  Robmton  v.  iteConniek, 
C.  D.,  1907,  574;  128  O.  G.,  3289;  29  App.  D.  C,  98,  111;  Shuman  v.  BtaU, 
C.  D.,  IQOe,  710;  123  O.  O.,  1664;  27  App.  D.  C,  324,  828,  distii^nidied.) 
"HoweU,  jr.,  v.  Belt,  3I&. 
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6.  DmoBNCB. — Where  it  »ppeued  ttwt  W.  I.  Ohmer  had  »  conception  of  tlie 

invention  which  he  diacloaed  to  Neth  lud  TampUn  in  1902  uid  prior  to 
JuiiMiy,  1903,  had  caused  an  emhodiment  of  this  invention  in  working 
plane  and  drawingg,  but  did  not  reduce  the  invention  to  peactice  until 
February,  1903,  and  it  is  shown  that  John  F.  Ohmer  reduced  (he  invealion 
to  practice  in  January,  1903,  Held  that  it  cannot  be  BUCC«Mfully  held  that 
W.  I.  Ohmer  waa  lacking  in  reasonable  diligence  in  reducing  his  invention 
lo  practice,  when  it  is  considered  that  a  cranpUcat«d  and  difficult  piece  of 
mechanism  was  constructed  in  four  months.  *Nelh  and  TampHn  v.  Ohmtr, 
and  Ohvur  v.  Ohmer,  431. 

7.  Bamk.— Where  the  appellant  efltahlidaed  conception  and  diacloeure  of  the 

invention  in  the  lummec  of  1903,  but  took  no  MKfe  toward  reducing  the 
invention  to  piactice  until  April  21,  1904,  when  he  instructed  his  attorney 
to  prepare  an  application  for  patent,  which  was  not,  however,  filed  until 
September  19,  1904,  while  his  opponents  entered  the  field  on  March  1,  1904, 
and  in  excuse  of  his  lack  of  diligence  ui^ed  that  his  financial  ccmdition  was 
such  that  it  was  impossible  for  him  to  reduce  the  invention  to  practice 
earlier,  but  the  testimony  showed  that  in  the  nteantime  he  had  enlarged  his 
business  and  that  his  gross  income  amounted  to  about  two  hundred  dollars 
a  month,  Htld  that  the  showing  is  insufficient  to  excuse  the  appellant's  lack 
of  diligence.    •licArtkur  v.  MygaU,  499. 

8.  Same — FRioRrrr. — Where  the  junior  party  had  discloaed  the  invention  to 

aevend  persons  and  bad  ordered  tools  to  manufacture  the  same  prior  to  the 
entry  of  the  senior  party  into  the  field  and  in  a  few  mimtbs  thereafter  actu- 
ally sold  a  small  number  which  was  followed  a  few  months  later  by  the 
manufacture  and  sale  'of  la^^  numbers  of  such  devices,  HtU  that  he  was 
diligent  in  reducing  his  inveaticm  to  practice.    *I>am»  v.  Horton,  620. 

9.  DsvicB  CouPLBTE  BZCBPT  AS  TO  A  MECHANICAL  DETAIL. — A  device  tot  Sup- 

porting hose  tat  fire-piotection  purposes  embodying  a  telescoping  arm  which 
was  fully  operative  to  carry  out  the  object  for  which  it  was  designed  con- 
stitutes an  actual  reduction  to  practice,  although  it  was  found  desirable  to 
add  a  set-flcrew  t»  prevent  the  complete  withdrawal  of  such  telescoping 
arm.  "Any  mechanic  skilled  in  the  art  would  have  added  the  means  to 
prevMtt  the  complete  withdrawal  of  the  teleecc^ing  arm.  Telescopes  and 
spy-glasses  contain  such  devices.  Moreover,  the  testimony  shows  that  in 
its  then  ctokditioB  the  device  was  an  improvement  over  the  prior  art,  and 
that  it  required  an  unusual  or  very  sudden  pull  to  entirely  withdraw  the 
telescoping  arm  from  its  socket.  It  was  the  idea  of  the  telescoping  arm, 
which  would  receive  the  liuks  as  the  hose  was  pulled  from  the  rack,  that 
coostituted  the  invention.  No  patent  could  have  been  obtained  on  (he  set- 
screw  becauae  that  was  old  in  the  art."  *  Howard  v.  Bmoa,  547. 
10.  OoMCBALHBHT  OK  SvPTBisstoN. — Where  after  reduction  to  practice  an 
inv^ttor  pu(s  aside  his  invention  for  more  than  a  year  until  he  discovers 
chat  his  rival  has  placed  the  invention  upon  the  maiket,  Held  that  he  must 
be  charged  with  concealment  or  suppression  of  the  invention  and  as  not 
entitled  to  an  award  of  priority  over  his  mtne  diligent  rival.    */d. 

REFERENCES.  See  Divuumof  Applications,  1;  Eamination  o/Appliealumt,  1, 2, 3, 
7;  Motion  to  Diuolvt  Interftrmet,  IS. 

REGISTRATION.  See  Crnvtruetion  of  Tntde-Mark  Statute*,  2;  Trade-Marht,  1,  2, 
6,  13,  14,  17,  18,  19,  20,  21,  22,  33,  36,  37,  38,  39,  43, 45,  48,  49,  60, 62,  63,  65, 
66,  61,  62,  64,  66,  66,  70,  71,  72,  74,  76,  77,  80,  81, 82,  S3, 84,  85,  S(t,  87,  S8, 92, 
93, 94,  96,  98,  99,  102, 103, 104, 106, 107, 120, 124, 130,  136, 137, 138. 
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REHEARING.     See  Interference,  49. 

SuTFtciBNCT  or  Sbowikg. — A  rehearing  of  a  deciBion  upon  the  patentability  of 
the  claims  of  an  invention  will  not  be  granted  on  the  bare  statement  that 
information  vhich  it  is  sought  to  present  upoa  rehearing  "could  not  have 
been  obtained  at  an  earlier  daU  "  where  there  was  a  delay  of  eleven  months 
after  the  decision  before  tie  petition  for  rehearii^  was  filed  and  there  fa  no 
excuse  for  thfa  delay  nor  any  showing  that  if  proper  dil^^ce  had  been 
exercised  the  information  referred  to  could  not  have  been  obtained  at  an 
earlier  date.    Ex  parte  Bartholomew,  280. 

REISSUE  APPLICATIONS. 

1.  Patentabiuty  of  Claims  Cakcelkd  pboh  Oriqihai.. — The  deliberate  can- 

celation of  claims  from  an  application  in  response  to  an  ofScial  objection 
precludes  the  assertion  of  such  claims  in  an  application  for  the  reissue  of  a 
patent  granted  thereon  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  applicant  had  another 
application  pending  in  vhich  such  claims  could  have  been  made  which 
had  not  matured  into  a  patent  when  the  application  for  reissue  was  filed. 
"In  re  Lacroix,  345. 

2.  New  Matter. — In  an  application  for  the  reissue  of  a  patent  for  a  cigar-bunch- 

ahaping  machine  disclosing  no  means  for  tianaporting  the  bunch  after  it  is 
formed  except  the  hand  of  the  operator  claims  cannot  properly  be  allowed 
which  include  as  an  element  means  tor  " transferring"  or  "transporting" 
the  bunches.    *Id. 

3.  Same — Cbakobs  Alleogu  to  be  Immaterial.— Ckims  will  not  be  allowed 

in  a  reieeue  application  which  are  nut  clearly  readable  upon  the  disclosure 
of  the  patent,  and  the  contention  that  they  cover  an  "adaptation  of  means" 
involving  "immaterial  changes"  is  of  no  avail  where  the  patent  does  not 
disclose  the  nature  of  the  changes  or  how  the  adaptation  can  be  accomplished. 
*Id. 

REJECTION  OF  CLAIMS.  See  ATnendmenU,!;  Corutructiono/Statuiet,4;  Erami- 
nation  of  Applieattoru;  Public  Vu. 

RENEWAL  OF  FORFEITED  APPLICATIONS.    See  Comtrvetion  of  Statute*,  9. 

1.  Second  Renewal  Vaud— Section  4897,  Revised  Statutes,  Construed. — 

The  provision  of  section  4897,  Revised  Statutes,  relating  to  the  renewal  of 
forfeited  applications  that  "such  second  application  must  be  made  within 
two  years  after  the  allowance  of  the  original  application"  construed  and 
Held  not  to  prohibit  the  filing  of  a  second  renewal  application  within  two 
yeaiB  afler  the  allowance  of  the  original  application.    Ex  parte  JMimbert,  187. 

2.  Same^ — Not  Retroactive. — The  practice  which  prevailed  prior  to  1894  of 

allowing  more  than  one  renewal  of  a  forfeited  application,  providing  it  was 
made  within  two  years  following  the  date  of  allowance  of  the  original  appli- 
cation, is  restored,  but  it  is  not  to  be  construed  as  in  any  way  retroactive.     Id. 

3.  Same — Ho  Appeal  to  Secrbtaht  of  the   Interior  from  Refusal  to 

Accept. — No  appeal  lies  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  from  a  refusal  of 
the  Commissioner  of  Patenla  to  accept  a  second  renewal  application.  The 
question  raised  being  one  of  a  judicial  or  quasi- judicial  character,  the  remedy, 
if  there  be  one,  lies  in  appeal  to  the  courts.  {BtUltmoTth,  Commiuioner 
t^Palmttv.  17.  5.  cerel.  ifoe«taI.,C.  D.,  1884,  429;2BO.  0.,fll5;112U.  S., 
601;  Poole  v.  Avery,  C.  D.,  1839,  255;  87  O.  G.,  357;  14  Asst.  Atty.  Genenil'B 
Opinion,  501.)  .  t/n  re  Lambert,  303. 

4.  Opinion  op  the  Assistant  Attorn er-GBNBBAL— Not  Bindino  Upon  Com- 

missioner OP  Patents.— An  opinion  of  an  Aarislant  Attomey-Geneml  for 
the  Interior  Department  relating  to  the  right  to  file  a  second  renewal  appli- 
cation rendered  upon  request  of  the  Commissioner  of  Patents  Beld  to  be 
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merely  advisory  in  nature,  and  the  GonunisBioner  might  properly  have 
dieregarded  the  same  had  he  deeiied,  and  ehould  now  disr^ard  the  same  if 
in  his  opinion  it  was  in  error.    ^Id. 

REOPENING  OF  DECIDED  CASES. 

AvTBR  Appeal  to  Court — Unusual  CiBCnif stances. — After  an  appeal  to  the 
Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  refusing  the  allowance  of  certain 
claims,  a  case  will  not  be  reopened  for  the  consideration  of  additional  claims 
except  under  unusual  circumstances,  and  the  allegation  that  the  interpre- 
tation put  upon  a  certain  term  in  the  appealed  claims  by  the  tribunals  of 
the  Patent  Office  and  by  tjie  court  was  not  contemplated  by  applicant  when 
the  claims  were  made,  is  not  such  an  unusual  circumstance  as  is  contemplated 
by  the  practice.    Ex  parte  MUant,  179. 

REOPENING  OP  INTERFERENCE.    See  InUr/trtnet,  34. 

TEsnuoNT  Aptbr  Appeal  to  Coukt.— Where  a  party  to  an  interference,  in 
which  times  for  taking  testimony  had  been  set,  filee  a  motion  for  judgment 
on  the  record,  t<%ether  with  a  stipulation  signed  by  the  parties  setting  forth 
that  the  parties  involved  in  the  interference  are  the  same  parties  who  filed 
certain  applications  for  foreign  patente  specified  in  the  oaths  attached  to 
their  respective  applications  and  in  their  preliminary  statements,  and  judg- 
ment is  rendered  on  the  record  so  made  by  the  several  tribunals  of  the  Patent 
Office  and  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  permission 
will  not  be  granted  thereafter  to  such  party  to  take  testimony  upon  the 
question  of  priority  of  invention.  A  submiasion  of  the  case  upon  the  stipu- 
lation after  an  opportunity  was  given  to  take  teetimony  amounted  to  a  waiver 
of  the  right  to  lake  teetimony.    De  Ferranti  v.  Lindmark,  234, 

REOPENING  OF  REJECTED  CASES. 

Reopening  Appucation  tor  Further  Prosecution  Attsr  Final  Rejbctov.— 
Where  the  claims  in  an  application  are  finally  rejected  after  a  full  prosecution 
by  the  applicant  and  a  clear  issue  has  been  reached  between  the  applicant 
and  the  Primary  Examiner,  the  case  will  not  be  reopened  for  further  prose- 
cution..  Ex  parU  Liti^fidd,  2«b. 

RES  ADJUDICATA.  See  Appeal  to  the  Examxwn^n-Ckief:  Divition  of  Applica- 
twia,  2;  Interference,  2&,  34;  Uolwn  to  Dittolve  l7iUr/erence,7,n;  NeviAppU- 
eation;  Trade-Marie,  134, 

1.  When  Qdbstion  Mat  bb  Raisbd. — Whether  or  not  the  question  of  priority 

of  invention  is  ret  adjudioata  by  reason  of  a  judgment  in  a  prior  interference 
is  a  question  which  may  be  raised  at  any  stage  of  the  interierence  proceedings, 
and  it  is  not  only  proper,  but  is  the  duty  of  the  tribunal  before  whom  the  case 
is  tried  to  take  up  and  consider  this  question  of  its  own  motion  where  it  is 
not  raised  by  the  parties.     "Carroll  v.  IlaUwood,  444. 

2.  Second  Intbrperencb. — Wheie,  in  an  interierence  proceeding,  after  bringing 

a  motion  to  dimolve  the  interference,  alleging  non-patentability  and  non- 
interference in  fact,  and  unsuccessfully  contesting  the  same,  the  seniiv 
party  abandoned  the  invention  of  the  issue  and  the  Patent  Office  rendered 
judgment  of  priority  in  favor  of  the  junico'  party,  the  senior  party  can  not 
thereafter  file  an  amendment  to  his  application  claiming  the  invention 
which  is  comprehended  in  the  prior  issue  and  have  the  question  of  primity 
between  the  same  partiee  readjudicated;  the  decision  in  the  first  interference 
rendera  the  question  of  priority  of  the  more  limited  issue  of  the  second  inter- 
ference ret  adjvditata.    "Id. 

RESPONSIVE  ACTION  BY  APPLICANT.  See  Abandonment  of  AppHeation, 
2,  3,  4. 

RETROSPECTIVE  LAW.  See  OmttrucHon  of  Statute*,  5,  7;  Reatmd  of  FarfeUed 
ApplMation*,2.  X^OkY^W 
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REVIVAL  OF  ABANDONED  APPLICATIONS.    See  Abmiontd  AppiimHon$,  1. 

RIGHT  TO  HAKE  CLAIM.  See  AnundmtnU,  2;  D^  in  CUmiNy  hiventiom: 
Inierferenee,  16, 21,  22,  23,  25, 37;  Motion  to  i>MfolM  IrUtrftrmee,  S,  10, 13,  IS; 
Priorily  of  Invention,  8,  9, 10. 

RIGHT  TO  PATENT.    S«e  Aniffnment;  CMeealment  of  InvmHan. 

RUBBER  STAMP.    Bee  Sigrtaturt  to  Amen/^tnem. 

RULES  OF  EVIDENCE.    See  Te^imomg,  i. 

RULES  OF  PRACTICE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  PATENT  OWICE. 
BiNMNa  FoKCB  or. — The  Rules  of  Practice  in  the  Pktant  Office  wfaau  not  in  cod* 
flkt  with  law  luive  the  full  force  and  eS^t  of  statutee.  Aa  the  approval  <rf 
midi  rules  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  neceaHtry  to  the  adoption  and 
eetablishment  of  such  rules,  the  cotttnry  is  true  that  when  k  rule  of  proce- 
dure ia  in  force  it  can  oaly  be  repealed,  modified,  ca  auapmded  by  &e 
Conuninion^  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  laterior.  *JIM  v. 
MidgUf,  612. 

SIGNATURE  TO  AHENDUENTS. 

AuBMiHONT^-RiniBnt  Stakt.— AmeadiBentB  to  en  spfrikatjon  aiiouid  be 
actually  sigDed  by  an  ai^diont  or  hiB  attorney  with  pea  and  ink  or  equivalent 
writing  material.  Amendments  mgned  by  means  tA  a  rubber  stamp  wilt  not 
be  accepted.    Ex  parte  Mindutn,  137. 

SIM ILAKITY  OF  HARKS.  See  Tndt-Marii,  8, 29,  30,  41, 42, 48, 49,  OS,  68, 71, 76, 
86, 116,  118, 119,  120, 123, 137, 138, 139. 

SPECIFICATIONS.  See  ^MnArwnt*,-  CoTiitnulum  of  Claiau,  1;  Motion  to  Amend 
AppHeationi;  Motion  to  Diitolvt  Intafennet,  9;  Bignatvre  to  AmmdmentM, 

1.  PKAcncB—DiscBDTioN.— Where  the  meaning  of  a  phraw  used  by  an  applir 

cant  is  clear,  no  reason  exists  for  ddayii^  the  proeecntioa  of  the  case  by 
iiiHiiitang  upcu  merely  formal  changes  in  the  language  used.  J9e  parH 
WhiU,150. 

2.  SrATKMBirr  or  lirvaxnoN. — A  statement  of  invention  farming  a  part  of  tbe 

specification  which  amounts  pmctically  to  a  mere  repetition  of  tbe  claims 
in  different  language  is  objectionable  and  ehould  be  canceled.    Sit  parte 

3.  AlfBNiufBiiT — AnniKG  Ddtbxbmt  SPBcrsa. — The  statement  in  the  criginal 

gpecificaUon  that  "I  am  aware  of  eeveral  modified  forms  of  my  inventiDn, 
but  deem  it  unnecessary  to  illustrate  and  deecribe  the  same  ia  detail"  does 
not  warrant  tbe  insertion  by  ameadniciit  of  descriptions  and  Ulustcataoos  of 
speciee  different  from  that  originally  diacloaed.    Expartt  Ckafu,  281. 

STATE  OF  THE  ART.  SeeO>utrucf>onq^C(iiMU,3;  /mwNlwn, 4, 6;  PataUnbtK^, 
1,  3;  B^vOion  to  Praetite,  9. 

STATUTORY  BAR.    See  Trnio-Mark*,  82. 

STIPULATION.    SeeRwpeninffo/JnM/wrm. 

SUBSEQUENT  PATENTS.    See  ifotim  to  DmoIm  htteiftnitei,  12. 

SUBSTITUTION  OP  MATERIAL. 

Patbktabiutt. — Tbe  substitution  of  a  rubbcr<»veied  roller  Ux  a  metat-covered 
roller  in  a  machine  lor  winding  wire  or  thread  onto  a  spool,  Raid  to  involve 
merely  the  snbstitutian  of  one  well-known  material  for  another.  Bz  parte 
Lowidge,  244. 

SUITS  FOR  INFRINGEMENT  AGAINST  AN  OFFICER  OP  THE  UNITED 
STATES. 
1.  P&TBNT8— Intrinobiibnt.— A  suit  against  an  officer  ot  die  United  Statee  to 
fcatrain  him  from  maoutecturing  fidd-guns  and  gnn-carnagea  alleged  to 
infringe  certun  patents  owned  by  plaintiff  is  not  a  suit  against  the  United 
States,  since  it  is  not  sou|^t  to  distntb  the  United  Statee  in  po«eeriaa  and 
use  of  guns  already  manuhKtured,  but  the  court  is  merely  asked  to  restrain 
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an  officer  of  Uifl  Unit«d  States  for  iBvading  righto  panted  by  th«  Qovonuneat 
iloeU.  'Pried.  Krupp  AHien^/emiUdtqft  v.  CVozur,  662. 
2.  Samb — Sahi. — PUiutifi  sued  to  reatnin  defendant,  aa  offic«f  of  tiie  United 
StatM,  from  infringing  certain  patontf.  The  defendant  deoLtUTed  on  the 
ground  that  the  suit  waa  in  reality  againat  the  United  States.  Htid  thatias 
it  was  not  sou^t  to  diaturb  the  Unitod  SbUea  in  the  poneeuon  of  the  alleged 
infringing  article  alicady  Manufactured  the  decree  auataining  the  demurrer 
ahould  be  reversed.    *U. 

SUITS  FOR  INFRINGEMENT  AGAINST  THE  UNITED  STATES.  See  Suits 
for  Infrmgemenl  Agairut  <m  Offictr  fif  &e  ThnUdSlaUt. 

SUITS  IN  EQUITY.    See  InfiingemtrU,  I. 

SUPERVISORY  AUTHORITY  OF  THE  COMMISSIONER  OF  PATENTS.  See 
ConsbvctioHofStaiulu;  /nta-/«r>7HKt,6,13,18,23i  iMnrutfM,  1, 9;  PuilieUie, 
2;  8u*pmtion  of  InUr/trenet;  Trade-Martt,  S,  U). 

SUPPLEMENTAL  OATH.    Bw  Pnoritj/ o/ Invmiiim,  6. 

Ex  Paktk  Uattbk.— The  queetitw  whether  or  not  a  euf^lement^  oath  should 
be  required  haa  been  unifonnly  heU  by  the  Office  te  be  an  »  parU  matter 
upon  which  the  proper  detomlnation  of  priority  ia  not  dependent,  and  the 
abaence  of  such  an  oath  fumidiee  no  ground  for  holding  that  the  iaaue  ia  not 
patentable  to  the  party  in  whoee  case  the  tame  in  required.  PkiUipt  v. 
Stnienkh,  14. 

SURREBUTTAL  TESTIMONY.    See  hUerfvmtt,  17. 

SUSPENSION  OF  INTERFERENCE. 

DiecnnnoN  or  thb  Exahinbb  or  iNTBBnftBKCBa.^The  CommisBioDer  will 
exercise  his  supervisory  authority  to  review  the  deciaioa  of  the  Examiner  of 
InterfereDcea,  reiusuig  to  suspend  an  intcsference-  pmceeding  only  where  it 
clearly  appeara  that  there  has  been  an  abuse  of  discretion  operating  to  the 
injury  of  one  of  the  partiee.    Bnmm  v.  Inwood  aad  Lovenberg,  173. 

TECHNICAL  MARE.    See  Trcuk-MarJu,  35,  36,  37,  42,  46,  52,  61,  72,  83. 

TEN-YEARS  CLAUSE.    See  Tradt-Marhi,  36,  46,  53,  66,  85,  103,  104, 114,  121. 

TESTIMONY.  See  AbandonmaU  of  Applieatiom,  *;  Evi^nct;  hUafamu.  17,  27, 
28, 33, 35, 38, 39, 40, 47 )  Joint  /nveiUon;  MoHim  to  Ameitd  Prelimmary  Statt- 
maU,  2,  6,  6;  MoUem  to  Supprat  Taiimony;  Prtliminiay  StatemaU,  6, 11; 
Priority  of  InvtHtion,  1,  2;  PuAlie  Uie,  2;  EeoptMng  oj  Interfertnct;  Tnuk- 
Mark;  6,  24,  78,  79,  127, 132. 

1.  St]pPBxaBiOH.— Testimony  should  not  be  supprsased  on  account  of  the  failure 

of  a  witness  to  read  his  deposition  before  signing  the  same  where  it  doee  not 
appear  that  such  notice  was  given  to  the  opposite  party,  as  is  required  by 
Rule  159.    Shode*  v.  Skodu,  22. 

2.  Rbbuttai.. — When  O.,  the  junior  party,  alleges  in  his  preliminary  statement 

disclosure  to  others  in  1904  and  neither  he  nor  hia  witaees,  M.,  in  his  testi- 
mony-in-chief, refers  to  an  earlier  disclosure,  HM  that  the  testimony  of  M. 
in  rebuttal  that  G.  disclosed  the  invention  to  him  in  1903  is  not  to  be  given 
credence.    Qouid  v.  Barnard,  36. 

3.  OuoiNALiTT— ExFLOTu  AND  EifPLOTBX.— Evidence  conMdered  and  Held  to 

show  that  B.  originated  the  invention  and  that  no  such  relation  of  employer 
and  employee  waa  shown  to  exist  as  would  cause  the  invention  to  inure  to 
the  benefit  of  G.  Id. 
i.  Attoknbys — Lbamno  QuBsnoMa. — "We  have  observed  a  tendency  on  the 
part  of  patent  attorneys  to  disngard  the  rules  of  evidence  by  asking  ques- 
tions grossly  leading  uid  suggestive,  and  it  may  not  be  amiss  to  state  that 
where  timely  objection  is  noted  in  the  record  this  court  will  be  disposed  to 
apply  the  rule  and  entirely  disregard  such  teetiniony."  *Amentan  Stove 
Ckumpony  v.  Dttroit  Stove  WoTt§,  tl  at.  407. 
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5.  SuppRBestON  or  CHoas-lNTBRRooAToaiea  Filsd  Ukdbh  Rule  158,— Where 
it  clearly  appeared  that  CTOHB-inteiTagfttiHiee  filed  under  the  proviaioaa  of 
Rule  158  are  improper  craaB-eiamination,  a  motion  to  strike  them  out  was 
property  granted.  AcliengetelUdiaft  PaulanrrbTau  SalvalOTbTauera  v.  Conrad 
Seipp  Brewing  Company,  175. 

S.  EviDBMCB — Books  Showing  DATSe.— The  production  of  a  book  purpHWting 
to  show  the  date  of  a  sale  to  which  a  witneee  has  testified  adds  nothing  by 
way  of  coRoboratiob  of  a  witnees'e  oral  teetimony  where  the  penon  who  kept 
the  book  ia  not  called  to  identify  it.    Id. 

7.  Saicb— Idbntttt  of  Drawinob  akd  Prior  Construchon— Weioht.—  The 
teetimony  of  a  witnew  that  photographic  copies  of  application  drawings  are 
"practically  the  same  thing"  as  a  prior  construction  is  very  materially 
weakened  by  the  admisaion  under  croes-esamination  that  he  did  not  under- 
stand such  drawings,  because  he  did  not  understand  mechanical  drafting.     Id. 

S.  Inventor  Uncorroborated.— It  is  well  settled  that  the  uncorrobixated 
teetimony  of  the  junior  party  in  interference  is  insufficient  to  overcome  the 
presumption  attaching  to  the  prior  filing  date  of  the  senior  party.  'Ihaite, 
jr.,  V.  Witupiitt  and  T^rTutrom,  480. 

9.  CiRciwBTANCEB  AND  PRBBtmpTioN. — The  testimony  reviewed  and  Held,  in 
view  of  the  unquestioned  facts  of  the  case  and  the  circumstances  surrounding 
the  transactions  between  L.  and  D.,  to  sustain  D.'s  claim  that  he  was  the 
original  inventor.    *I>uff\.  Latthaw,  492. 

10.  Saur.— K.,  who  succeeded  D.  as  superintendent  of  L.'s  factory,  filed  an 

application  for  the  invention  in  issue  at  L.'s  suggestion  and  for  his  benefit, 
L.'s  application  not  being  filed  until  after  the  interfnence  was  declared 
between  K.  and  D.  Beld  that  this  strongly  discredits  L.'s  claim  to  invent- 
oiship.    "Id. 

11.  Abandoned  Ezperihent. — D.  constructed  a  model  pulley  embodying  the 

invention  in  issue  in  1895,  but  made  no  attempt  to  introduce  the  invention 
into  commercial  use  or  patent  it,  but  passed  it  over  in  fitvor  of  another  con- 
struction until  1904.  Htid  that  this  model  was  nodiing  more  than  an  aban- 
doned experiment,  which  was  unavailing  as  agiunst  a  later  conception  by 
L.    *Id. 

12.  Evidence— CntctnfBTANGBS  and  pREeuxpnoHB. —Where  the  teetimony  as 

to  the  testing  of  a  device  was  given  by  witneesee  skilled  in  the  art  and  is 
clear  and  convincing,  the  fact  that  no  record  was  kept  of  such  tests  doea  not 
discredit  this  testimony.    "Norton  v.  Zimmer,  555. 

TESTS.    See  Abandotud  ExperimenU;  Reduetion  to  Prwaiee,  3,  i. 

TRADE-MARKS.    See  IiUa-ferenee.  32;  Teitijnony.  4. 

1.  Desceiptivb— Not  RsoisTRABtE.— A  word  or  phrase  which  is  not  descriptive 

of  the  ingredients  or  characteristics  of  an  article  of  merchandise  to  which  it 
is  applied  is  not  registrable  if  it  is  descriptive  of  the  uses  to  which  the  same 
may  be  put.    Ex  parte  The  Cobb  Manufaclvring  Company,  6. 

2.  "SiLVSE  Dip"- DBSCRiTOVB.^The  words  "Silver  Dip"  as  a  tiade-mark  for 

a.  preparation  in  which  silver  articlee  may  be  dipped  or  immersed  for  the 
purpose  of  cleaning  them  is  descriptive,  and  hence  not  regisliable.    Id. 

3.  Cancelation— S  HO  WIN  o  That  Reoibtrant  wab  Not  the  Sole  User  Insup- 

nciBNT. — Where  a  mark  was  registered  under  the  "ten-years"  clause  of  sec- 
tion 5  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  1905,  a  showing  that  the  registrant  was  not 
the  sole  user  of  the  mark  during  the  ten  years  next  preceding  the  passsge  of 
that  act  is  not  sufficient  to  justify  the  cancelation  of  the  mark.  WhtOtmore 
Brot.  &  Co.  V.  C.  L.  Haut/iavMtg  &  Sant,  Incorporated,  8. 

4.  Same— "ExcLUBivB  Use,"— The  phrase  "exclusivB  use"  in  the  "ten-years" 

clause  of  section  5  of  the  act  of  1906  does  not  mean  "sole  use,"  but  the  ri^t 
to  exclude  others  from  using.     Jd. 
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6.  Sahb— Testdcont  Iupropbr  Rebuttal.— Testimoay  tending  to  show  use  oi 
tbe  mark  in  iaeue  by  parties  other  than  the  parties  to  the  coDtroversy  Held  to 
be  improper  rebuttal.    Id. 

6.  Same— Ubr  of  Di^RtpnvB  Tbrh.— Where  the  n^^iatrant  haa  shown  exclu- 

sive use  of  the  vorA  "Hautbaway's"  for  ten  years  next  preceding  the  passage 
of  the  act  of  1905,  ^«Utbat  it  is  entitled  to  register  the  mark  "Hauthaway's 
Lynn  Burnishing  Ink  "even  if  the  term  "Lynn  Burnishing  Ink"  has  become 
the  name  of  an  article  of  commerce.    Id. 

7.  AppoiNTifENT  OP  Representative  in  United  States. — The  appointment  of 

a  representative  in  the  United  States  required  by  section  3  of  the  Tiade-Uark 
Act  of  1905  must  be  made  by  the  applicant  for  registration.  Authority  to 
appoint  such  repreeentative  may  not  be  delegated  to  an  attorney.  Ex  parte 
E.  WiTlhnmeT  &  CU.,  19. 

8.  Ihtbrfebencb  in  FAtrr. — An  interference  in  fact  exists  between  the  words 

"Boraxine"  and  "Boraxaid,"  since  they  look  alike  and  sound  alike.  Lar- 
Mn  Company  v.  Pacific  Coast  Borax  Campari!/,  20. 

9.  Motion  to  Dissolve — Practice. — Questions  cannot  be  urged  on  appeal 

which  have  not  been  raised  in  the  motion  and  passed  on  below  except  under 
circumstancee  idiich  would  warrant  supervisory  action  being  taken.    Id. 

10.  Intebference — Motion   to   Suppress   Etidehcb — ^Afpbal  Not  Ehtrb- 

TAiNED  Before  Pinal  Hearing. — Where  upon  motion  to  suppress  evidence 
on  the  ground  that  it  is  irrelevant  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  postpones 
consideration  of  the  question  until  final  bearing,  his  decision  will  not  be 
reviewed  and  reversed  upon  appeal  prior  to  final  bearing  except  in  a  clear 
case  of  abuse  of  discretion.  (Roycev.  Kempgkall,  C.  D.,  1905,461;  119  0.  G., 
338.)    Greent,  Ttneed  A  Co.  v.  Manu/acim-ert'  Bell  Hoot  Co.,  23. 

11.  Tbade-Uark  Use— Evidence.— That  a  particular  brand  of  cards  was  known 

to  the  trade  as  "Stage"  cards  does  not  prove  use  of  the  name  "Stage"  as  a 
trade-mark  to  indicate  origin  and  ownership.  *  United  StaUa  Playing  Card 
Co.  v.  C.  M.  Clari  Pubti$hing  Co.,  309. 

12.  ADDmoNAL  Mare  Used  as  a  Trade-Mare. — Evidence  conmdeied  and  held 

to  show  that  tbe  ace  of  spades  bearing  a  conventional  figure  of  Columbia  was 
adopted,  used,  and  advertised  as  a  trade-mark  for  playing-cards  and  that  the 
word  "Stage"  was  used  in  addition  thereto  merely  for  the  purpose  of  indi- 
cating style,  class,  and  grade.  (Manu/acbiring  Co.  v.  Traiiter,  C.  D.,  1880, 
464;  17  O.  G.,  1217;  101  U.  S.,  51,  54;  Columbia  Mill  Co.  v.  Akom,  C.  D., 
1893,  672;  65  0.  G.,  1916;  150  U.  S.,  460,  463;  BwUm  v.  StnKton.  12  Fed. 
Rep.,  676,  700.)    'Id. 

13.  "NBVEHFAiL"—DESCRiPTiva.— The  word  "Neveriair'asatrade-markfor  stock 

and  poultry  food  properly  refused  r^istration,  since  it  is  descriptive  of  the 
character  of  quality  of  the  goods  to  which  it  is  applied.  Ex  parte  Empire 
Onrin  &  Elevator  Co.,  33. 

14.  "Ndttt  Corn"— Debcbiptive.- The  worde"NuttyCorn"heldtobedeecrip- 

tive  of  a  mixture  of  candied  ouls,  com,  and  cocoanut  and  registration  of  the 
same  properly  refused.    Ex  parte  C.  Shmiberg  Co.,  42. 

16.  Interference — Afpucant  and  Reoibtrant.— Where  in  an  interference 
between  an  applicant  and  a  registrant  the  latter  takes  no  testimony  and  the 
former  establiahee  a  date  of  adoption  and  use  prior  to  the  date  of  registration, 
it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  whether  there  is  an  interference  in  fact  or  whether 
the  testimony  shows  actual  conflict  in  trade.  Durdevy  A  Brother  v.  NtUon 
Morris  &  Co.,  53. 

18.  Opposition — StwFiciENcr  of  Proof  to  Neoativb  Exclusive  Use. — In  a 
trade-mark  opposition  proceeding  opposing  registration  of  a  mark  under  the 
"ten-yeu"  proviso  of  section  6  of  Uie  Trado-Mark  Act  proof  ol  ctmtempora- 
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oeoua  use  by  the  oppoaer  ailet  the  paesage  ol  the  act  ia  sot  «uffident  to  oegn- 
tive  the  "escluaive"  use  required  by  the  atetute.  In  onlei  to  negative 
excluedve  use,  contemporeneeus  use  within  the  ten  years  next  {xeceding 
the  pavage  of  the  act  muat  be  shown.  Otwego  Jfoue  Produelt  Cempani/  v. 
Natitmal  Slarci  Campartif,  6i. 

17.  Samb — Gkodmds   vok   Rbpusing    Rboktaation. — White  the  statute  pio- 

videe  that  any  rate  who  believee  he  would  be  damaged  by  the  regiabation  of 
a  mark  may  oppoee  registration  of  the  same,  registration  cannot  be  refused 
by  the  Office  unless  the  opposer  shows  that  the  mark  does  Dot  come  within  the 
registrable  marks  specified  in  aectien  5  of  Uie  Ttade-Uark  Act.    Id. 

18.  Pkaoticb — Rboistkationb  Undkb  thk  Invaud  Act  or  1S70  Wiu.  bb  Dis- 

RBOABDBD.^In  vlow  of  the  fact  that  notice  of  the  ajqtlicatiou  for  registratioo 
uf  a  trade-mark  is  published  in  the  Opficul  Gazettr  and  since  the  act  of 
1905  provides  that  any  peraou  who  believee  he  will  be  damaged  may  file  an 
opposition,  Htid  that  the  burden  should  not  be  placed  upon  an  ^plicant  (or 
registration  to  show  the  abandonment  or  non-uae  of  a  mark  registered  under 
the  act  of  1B70,  and  that  registntion  under  the  Invalid  Act  of  1870  Hhould  no 
longer  be  held  a  bar  to  the  r^jstiation  of  a  trade-mark.  Ex  parU  Havana- 
Amtncan  Company,  61. 

19.  REfliBTRATioN  OP  Gbookaphicu.  Mabes  Pbobibitbd. — Section  5  of  the 

Trade-Mark  Act  of  1905  is  broad  enough  to  prohibit  the  registration  of  any 
word  that  has  an  exclusive  geographical  significance  or  that  would  suggeet 
any  particular  geognqibical  location.  */n  re  CnteerU  Tj/pewriier  Suppfy 
Co.,  318. 

20.  "Oribnt" — Gboobaphical. — The  word  "Orient"  is  generally  understood  to 

refer  tocertain  Eastern  countriee,  and,  as  applied  to  ink-ribbons  and  carbon- 
paper.  Held  to  be  geographical  and  not  registrable.    'Jij. 

21.  Samb — Sauk. — A  mark  for  ink-ribbons  and  carbon-paper  crauiating  of  the 

word  "Orient"  inclosed  in  a  wreath,  the  letters  E  and  I  of  the  word  being 
printed  as  a  monogram,  Held  not  registrable  uikder  section  5  of  the  Trade- 
Mark  Act  of  1905,  as  the  word  "Orient"  ia geographical .    *Id. 

22.  "SsBBDnBD  Whols  WHKAT"—DBSCBiFnvE.— The  words  "Shredded  Whole 

Wheat"  as  applied  to  certain  food  prepaiationa  Held  to  be  descriptive,  and 
therefore  incapable  of  appropriation  aa  a  trade-mark.  'Tht  Natural  Food 
Compaiu/  V.  Willianu,  320. 

23.  Opposition — Exclcbive  1788-— Charactbb  of  Usb  by  OpPOSBa. — In  deter- 

mining if  applicant's  use  of  a  mark  has  been  "exclusive"  within  the  meaning 
of  section  6  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  it  is  Immaterial  whether  the  opposer  used 
the  mark  as  a  trade-mark  or  merely  in  a  descriptive  sense.    "Id. 

24.  Samb— Tkbtimons. —The  fact  that  the  oppoeer  built  machiaee  to  produce 

shredded  whole  wheat  and  actually  produced  and  aold  such  an  article  is 
sufficient  conoboration  of  his  teetimtxiy  that  the  boxes  in  which  the  product 
was  pKked  were  marked  "Shredded  Whole  Wheat."    'Id. 

25.  Samb— Nahb  or  Appucant.— The  applicant,  Woodbury,  having  given  op- 

poeer the  exclusive  right  to  use  certain  trade-names  and  a  tside-tiwrk  which 
had  been  aseociated  for  many  yaais  with  applicant's  name,  BM  that  he  is 
not  entitled  to  register  a  mark  of  which  the  name  "Woodbury"  caastitut«sa 
piomineut  feature  for  goods  of  the  same  descriptive  properties.  Tb*  Andrtw 
Jergena  Co.  v.  Woodbury,  70. 

26.  Same— AiXEQATioNS — NoncB  of. — Where  aa  ^pliottitm  for  r^istration  of 

a  trade-mark  alleges  that  the  mark  had  been  used  on  "pedumery,  toilet  pow- 
der, and  talcum  powder,"  a  notice  of  oppositicm  which  ftUeges  that  the 
opposer  used  the  same  mark  on  perfumeries  is  sufficient  to  wanant  the 
accepbuiceirf  proof.    OnUey  <t  Company  v.  Boieodt,  77. 
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27.  SuiB — AiTiAL  rHOM  Decision  Dbntinq  Motion  to  Dismiss. — An  appeal 

from  a  decision  of  the  Examine  of  IntorferencM  denying  a  motion  to  diemiaa 
a  notice  of  opposition  will  not  be  allowed.    Jd. 

28.  Saki — AiiBNDifBNT  TO  NoncB  or. — An  aiDendment  to  a  notice  of  opposition 

eettii^  fwth  that  the  oppoeer  believes  he  would  be  damaged  by  the  registra- 
tion of  the  mark  BieZtftohave  been  properly  admitted.    Id. 

29.  SjLua — Rbsbmblancx  of  HABsa.— Applicant's  mark  conaistH  of  the  repre- 

sentation of  two  haoda  abore  the  flgore  "5"  and  the  words  "To  One"  aseo- 
ciated  therewith.  The  mark  of  the  oppoeer  consists  of  the  numeral  "1," 
with  lie  nuwenJ  "3"  and  the  wwd  "In"  contained  within  the  numeral  "1" 
and  the  words  "Three  in  One"  Bssociated  therewith.  HeM  that  these  marka 
do  not  BO  resemble  each  other  that  purchasers  would  be  likely  to  be  deceived 
thwebj.    O.  W.  Cole  Co.  v.  MarAall  Oil  Co.,  88. 

30.  Sahb — Actual  Coswubios. — Where  the  marks  of  the  oppoeer  and  the  appli- 

cant do  not  BO  nearly  resemble  each  other  that  it  ia  apparent  that  confueiou 
in  trade  would  be  likely  to  uise  from  their  use,  registration  of  applicant's 
mark  will  not  be  icfnsed  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  confusion  has  taken 

31.  Cancelation — Pleadino — Sdwicmnct  of  PBTmoN. — As  the  statute  pro- 

viding ioT  the  cancelatiixi  of  regfistered  trade-marks  (act  of  Feb.  20, 1905,  sec. 
26, 33  Btat.  L.)  doee  not  ctaitemplate  that  any  one  may  petititm  the  Commis- 
sioner to  cancel  a  tnde-mark  regularly  r^pstered,  but  it  does  provide  that 
any  one  who  "shall  deem  himself  injured"  may  do  so,  the  petition  for  can- 
celation must  contain  a  statement  of  fact  on  this  juriBdictional  question  suffi- 
ciently full  to  show  that  the  petitioner  has  been  injured  by  the  registration, 
and  this  fact  must  not  be  left  to  conjecture,  but  must  affirmatively  appear, 
and  where  such  a  statement  of  fact  is  lacking  the  petition  is  demurrable.  *£. 
MelBtetm^a  Son  v.  New  Ibtria  Extract  of  Tabiueo  Pepper  Chmpany,  lAiaiUd, 
326. 

32.  BAm — Sauk. — An  averment  in  a  petition  for  the  cancelation  of  the  registered 

trade-mark  "Tabasco"  for  pepper-aauce  that  petitioner  has  used  such  trade- 
mark is  not  sufficient,  for  the  reason  that  unless  the  word  has  been  used  in 
the  same  business  no  injury  contemplated  by  the  statute  would  have  fol- 
lowed.   'Id. 

33.  Same — Sahb. — In  a  petition  for  the  cancelation  of  a  registered  trade-mark  a 

general  averment  that  the  regiatration  "has  been  much  to  the  prejudice, 
damage,  and  loss"  of  the  petitioner  unsupported  by  averments  of  facts  is 
merely  tlie  conclusion  of  the  pleader  and  is  not  a  sufficient  averment  of  dam- 
age to  give  petitioner  a  standing  in  a  cancelation  proceeding.    'Id. 

34.  Intebfbbbnce — Motion  to  Dissolve — Tranbuisbiok  Refused. — The  ques- 

tion of  the  ri^t  of  an  applicant  for  registration  of  a  trade-mark  to  demand 
an  interference  with  another  party  because  of  his  foilure  for  more  than  two 
years  to  file  a  notice  of  opposition  to  tlie  registration  of  the  mark  of  such 
party  ia  a  question  for  the  determination  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  at 
final  hearing  after  opportunity  has  been  had  for  the  presentation  of  testimony 
and  is  not  a  proper  question  for  transmieeion  to  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks 
on  a  motion  to  dissolve.    OraJiam  Papa-  Co.  v.  National  Blank  Boot  Co.,  90. 

3B.  Dbbobiptive — "Stbklino." — The  word  "Sterling"  as  a  trade-mark  for  ale 
or  Ux  any  other  kind  of  goods  ia  descriptive  of  the  quality  of  the  articles  on 
which  it  is  used,  as  itdenotee  that  the  article  is  genuine,  pure,  and  of  superior 
quality,  and  it  is  thraefore  ineligible  for  registration  as  a  technical  mark. 
'Woreetler  Brewmg  Corporatum  v.  Rueter  &  Compant;,  329. 

36.  NoM -Technical  Maebs— Tbn-Yeab  Proviso— Exci,trenrB  Use. — A  non- 
technical mark  is  not  entitled  to  registration  under  the  ten-year  proviso  of 
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eection  5  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  February  20,  1905,  imlesB  it  is  shown  that 
the  applicant  poeseesed  and  enjoyed  an  actual  use  of  the  mark  for  the  epieci- 
fied  period  le  the  eole  excluaian  of  all  otheni,  and  if  it  appears  that  duriDg 
such  period  another  was  using  the  same  word  as  a  trade-mark  upon  the  same 
character  of  goods  the  use  cannot  be  considered  "exclusive"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.    "Id. 

37.  "F^8-U" — Descbiftivb. — The  word  "Fita-U"    as  a    trade-mark  for  eye 

glaseee  and  spectacle  frames  and  mountings  is  a  mere  miespelling  of  the 
deecriptive  words  "fiu  you  "  and  is  not  registrable  as  a  technical  tmde-mark. 
Ex  parU  American  Optical  Company,  102. 

38.  "Merblt   DBSCRrPTivE" — Section    B  of  the  Act  op  1905  Conbtbttbd. — 

The  registration  of  words  or  devices  which  are  "merely  deecriptive"  being 
prohibited  by  section  5  of  the  act  of  1905,  an  arrangement  of  the  letters  of 
such  a  word  in  a  particular  way  or  a  mere  misspelling  thereof  doee  not  avoid 
the  prohibition.    Id. 

39.  "HoLB  On"— Debckiftive,— The  words  "Hold  On"  as   a   trade-mark   tor 

clutches  for  scarf-pins  and  hat-pins  properly  refused  registration,  since  it  is 
deecriptive  of  the  character  or  quality  of  the  goods  to  which  it  is  applied. 
Ex  parU  C.  P.  GoldtmiA  A  Company,  104, 

40.  Opposmoij — Time   tor   Fiunq, — The  thirty  days  allowed   by  statute  lor 

filii^  a  notice  of  opposition  include  Sundays  and  holidays.  Robert  A. 
Keashey  Company  v.  Portland  Cemenlfabrik  Hemmoor,  106. 

41.  Cancklation— Masks    not    Idbntical.— The  registration  of   a  trade-mark 

consisting  of  a  comet  having  the  representation  of  a  star  at  its  head  instead 
of  the  UBua)  nebulous  mass  and  associated  therewith  the  words  "The  Comet" 
will  not  be  canceled  upon  the  application  of  the  owner  of  the  r^stered 
mark  "SUr"  for  the  same  class  of  goods,  as  there  is  no  such  ataj  resem- 
blance between  the  marks  as  to  cause  confusion  in  bade.  Eu/dtin»on, 
Pierce  <t  Co.  v.  Loewy,  112.  . 

42.  Sahb— RiORT  TO  Prevent  Use  of  Mask  bt  Anothes  in  Cohbinahok 

WITH  Other  Features. — The  owner  of  a  technical  trade-mark  consisting 
of  the  representation  of  a  star  and  the  word  "Star"  has  no  such  right  therein 
as  would  warrant  the  cancelation  by  the  Patent  Office  of  a  roistered  mark 
for  the  same  class  of  goods  adopted  at  a  later  date  consisting  of  a  star  and 
other  features  forming  a  part  thereof  which  clearly  dietinguishee  as  a  whole 
from  the  prior  mark.    Id. 

43.  OpPoamoN — Use  of  AccBseosiES  by  Another. — Section  5  of  the  Trade- 

Mark  Act  permits  the  registration  of  a  mark  the  controlling  and  distinguish- 
ing feature  of  which  is  aa  arbitrary  symbol,  although  such  symbol  is  accom- 
panied by  accessories  which  in  themselves  are  not  r^istrable,  and  the  use 
by  the  opposer  of  such  non-registrable  accessories  prior  to  applicant's  use 
of  hb  mark  does  not  defeat  the  latter'e  right  of  registration.  Johruoa  v. 
Bnmdoa,  114. 

44.  "Asbestos" — Dbscriftive. — The    word  "Asbestos"   ss  applied    to   shoes 

made  of  leather  and  asbestos  is  clearly  deecriptive.    Id. 

45.  "Mountain    Dew  "—Descriptive.— The    words   "Mountain    Dew"  as    a 

trade-mark  for  whisky  Held  to  be  descriptive  in  character,  and  therafoie 
not  registrable,  these  words  as  commonly  used  me&ning  whisky  or  a  par- 
ticular kind  of  whisky.  Robertion,  Simdenon  &  Company,  Ltd.,  v.  Charlei 
Dennehy  dc  Company,  117. 
48.  Aptucation— Ali^oation  of  Exclusivb  Use — Considbration  as  Tkch- 
NicAi.  Mark.— The  amendment  of  a  tmde-mark  application  by  the  addition 
of  a  statement  that  the  mark  has  been  in  exclusive  use  by  the  applicant  for 
ten  years  next  preceding  the  passage  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  after  refusal  to 
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roister  the  m&rk  as  &  technical  mark  will  not  preclude  consideration  on 
appeal  on  priority  of  the  queetion  whether  llie  mark  is  in  fact  a  technical 
mark.    Jd. 

47.  "Excelsior" — UsK  on  Article  Cotbbbd  bt  Patbnts — Effect  of  Ezfi- 

BATioN  OP  Patents. — Where  a  manufitcturer  Bold  several  typee  of  slep- 
laddere  embodying  features  covered  by  several  pat«nl6  owned  by  him,  to 
each  of  which  types  a  different  tiade-mark  was  applied,  one  of  such  marks 
does  not  become  public  property  upon  the  expiration  of  the  pAtents  where 
it  appe&ra  that  it  was  never  used  as  a  generic  and  identifying  name  of  step- 
ladders  of  hij  manufacture.  UdelUPredoek  Mant^aetvring  Company  v.  The 
Udell  WotJci,  120. 

48.  Anticifation. — A  trade-mark  the  distinguishing  feature  of  which  consists 

of  an  Indian's  head  showing  profile  with  the  conventional  feather  head- 
drees,  within  a  circle,  was  properly  refused  registration  in  view  of  the  price 
use  on  the  same  class  of  goods  of  a  mark  showing  a  front  view  of  an  Indian's 
head  with  a  feathered  head-dress.  "In  re  The  Trutian  PortUmd  Cement  Co., 
361. 

4*.  Same.— Where  the  mark  of  an  applicant  so  resembles  a  prior  registered  mark 
that  the  goods  of  each  would  be  likely  to  be  known  to  the  public  by  the 
same  name,  the  regtstiation  of  the  former  should  be  refused.    *Id. 

SO.  OppoBrnoN — Notice  of  Aubndmbntb.^ — Where  the  all^ations  of  a  notice 
of  opposition  were  sufficient,  if  true,  to  defeat  the  application  for  registra- 
tion, an  amendment  which  set  forth  that  the  oppoeer  believed  he  would  be 
damaged  by  the  registration  was  properly  allowed.  Himten  v.  Inland  Type 
Foundry,  122. 

61.  Same — Jobisdiction  of  Exahiner  of  Interfbkbnces. — A  judgment  was 

rendered  against  the  oppoeer  for  failure  to  file  a  replication  within  the  time 
set,  and  within  the  limit  of  appeal  from  such  decision  a  replication  and  a 
motion  to  set  the  judgment  aside  were  filed.  Held  that  the  case  was  in  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Examiner  of  luterferencee  until  the  expiration  of  the 
limit  of  appeal,  and  it  was  witbiA  his  discretion  to  reopen  the  case.    Id. 

62.  Same— "Stan UARn  Line"  Descriftivb. — The  words  "Standard  Line"  as 

applied  to  type  made  according  to  the  "lining  nystem"  are  descriptive  and 
cannot  be  registered  as  a  technical  trade-mark.    Id. 

53.  Sake— Reoibtration  Under  the  "Tbn-Yeab"  PRovteo. — The  evidence 

considered  and  Held  to  show  that  applicant  did  not  possess  and  enjoy  the 
actual  use  of  the  mark  "to  the  sole  exclusion  of  all  others"  during  the  ten- 
year  period  necessary  to  entitle  bim  to  registration  under  the  ten-year  pro- 
viso.   Id. 

54.  Clasb  op  Goods — Paste  Paints  and  Ready-Mizrd  Paints. — Ready-mixed 

paints  and  paste  paints  Held  to  be  goods  of  the  same  descriptive  propertieti. 
JoAn  T.  Levrit  <t  Bmt.  Company  v.  Phoenix  Paint  4  Varnith  Company,  128. 

66.  Apparent  Acquiebcbncr  No  Ground  for  Refusing  Reoistratiok. — The 
fact  that  the  owner  of  a  trade-mark  knowingly  pennita  the  use  thereof  by 
another  upon  goods  and  in  advertisements  for  years  without  protest  fur- 
nishes no  sufficient  ground  for  refusing  registration,  as  it  is  well  settled  that 
mere  delay  in  asserting  a  trade-mark  right  does  not  work  a  forieiture  thereof. 
(Mmendez  v.  Holt,  C.  D.,  1889,  344;  46  O.  G.,  971;  128  U.  S.,  614;  McLean 
V.  Fleming,  C.  D.,  1878,  262;  13  O.  G.,  913;  96  U.  S.,  246,  253.)    Id. 

56.  Infrikoeuent — Name  of  In  dividual.^  Where  the  Hall's  Safe  and  Lock 
Company,  a  corpcvation,  the  stock  of  which  was  largely  owned  by  Jueeph  L. 
Hall,  the  founder  of  the  business,  and  his  sons,  sold  all  its  property,  including 
trade-marks,  tiade-righls,  good-will,  and  its  business  as  a  going  concern,  to 


158  DtQBBT  07  DECISIONS. 

anotber  compaor,  irtiicb  BufaeequenU^  cirnvtyed  mdi  ri^lB  (o  the  HeRing- 
Hall-U»rviii  Safe  Company  vid  agreed  to  go  out  trf  bunnen,  vfaich  it  did 
witb  the  a»ent  of  all  its  stockholden,  euch  t^ranafer  did  not  preclude  llie  aona 
of  Joeeph  L.  H^  from  subsequently  er^aging  in  tbe  same  buanew  and  xuojig 
the  name  of  Hall  as  a  part  of  the  corpcoate  name,  particularly  irime  it  is  diomi 
tbat  the  purchaaing  company  had  b«for«  its  mind  tbe  poBBtbility  at  competi- 
tion by  the  Halls  and  gave  the  measure  of  il>  expectetiaDB  and  demands  by 
penunal  contracts  tbat  it  required,  which  were  limited  in  time  aad  scope  and 
were  diecbariged  befrae  the  new  cMnpany  wa«  fonned;  but  auch  name  must 
not  be  used  by  the  new  company  in  such  a  way  as  to  repreeent  that  it  ia  the 
Buccenor  of  the  original  company,  cffthatitBgoodeara  the  product  of  that  com- 
pany or  its  succeeeon,  car  interfere  with  the  good-will  bou^t  from  it.  "Donttetl 
V.  Hening-HaU-Uarmn  St^e  Cotnpany  and  Ball  Safe  and  Lock  QnKpang,  587. 

57.  8amk — Same. — The  Hall's  Safe  and  Lock  Company,  a  corpontjtm,  the  stock 

of  which  was  la^^ely  owned  by  Joseph  L,  Hall,  the  founder  of  the  buainen, 
and  his  sons,  sold  all  its  property,  including  trade-marks,  trade-ri^ta,  good- 
will,  and  its  bueinees  as  a  going  concern,  to  another  company,  which  subee- 
quently  dWveyed  such  tights  to  the  Hening-Hall-Marvin  Safe  Conpany  and 
agreed  t(  go  out  of  buainen,  which  it  did  with  the  aoHent  of  all  its  atockhtddeiB. 
Therafter  the  aata  formed  another  corptxation  under  the  name  "Hall's  Safe 
Co."  and  began  the  manufacture  of  the  same  class  of  goods,  .Held  that  while 
the  Halls  had  a  right  to  engage  in  the  same  business  after  such  transfer,  the 
useofthenameselected  would  of  itself  deceive  unless  explained,  and  that  the 
company  purchasing  the  rights  of  the  original  company  was  entitled  to  an 
injunction  forbidding  the  use  of  the  name  Hall,  either  alone  or  in  combinaticai, 
in  corporate  name,  on  safes,  or  in  advertisementB,  unless  accompanied  by 
information  that  the  defendant  is  not  the  original  Hall 's  Safe  and  Lock  Com- 
pany (7  its  successor,  or,  as  the  case  may  be,  that  the  article  is  not  the  product 
of  the  last-named  company  or  its  succeaeorB.  "Herrmg'BaU-Marvm  Strfe  Oo. 
v.EaU'sSqfiCo.,b90. 

58.  Copt  or  AppucanoH— Wbcn  OkAhtbd.— A  petition  for  a  copy  ot  an  appticar 

tion  for  registratiDn  of  a  Hade-mark  for  use  in  a  suit  between  the  applicant 
and  petitioiker  will  be  denied  when  not  accompanied  by  a  certificate  of  the 
ju<i^  before  whom  thesuit  is  pending.    Inre  John  C.  Dowd  ie  CoKpany,  134. 

Si.  AaaroNMENTs  Not  Contehnq  thb  Good-Wiu.  of  BosDiiae — Not  Rkcord> 
ABLI.— Section  10  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  provides  that  a  regiotved  trade- 
mark ot  a  mark  for  the  regiebalion  of  which  application  baa  been  made  dudi 
be  assignable  in  connection  with  the  good-will  of  the  buainan  in  iriiidi  the 
mark  is  used,  and  it  is  only  such  aseignments  which  are  recordable  in  Qua 
Office.    In  re  NatioTtid  Chemkal  Company,  138. 

60.  Opposition — Leave  to  Amend. — A  demurrer  to  a  notice  of  oppoation  having 
been  sustained  by  the  Examiner  of  Interferencee  on  the  ground  that  the  oppo- 
nent did  not  allege  that  it  had  used  the  mark  on  goods  of  subelantially  the 
some  deecriptive  propertiee  as  applicant's,  the  appropriate  time  to  aek  leave 
to  amend  was  when  the  demurrer  was  sustained,  and  when  the  case  came  before 
the  Commisdoner  on  appeal  it  was  discreticmary  with  him  to  allow  or  to  refuse 
the  leave  to  amend.  'BattU  Cntk  Samtarium  Omnpony,  lAwtiltd,  v.  FuUer, 
370. 

dl.  SufB — "Hbalth  Food"  Dksceiptite.— The  words  "Health  Food  "as  applied 
to  bread,  crackers,  etc.,  are  clearly  descriptive  of  the  goods  with  which  they 
are  used  and  cannot  be  appropriated  and  registered  we  a  technical  bade-maik. 
*Id. 

62.  Samb — NscBseARr  Allboations.^ — It  is  not  sufficirait  for  an  opponent  to  say 
that  he  beeves  he  would  be  damaged  by  the  r«^liatioD  of  applicant's  mark. 
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He  nnvt  kUege  aome  fact  abowi^  an  intereet  in  the  Bubject'ioBttei  from  which 
damage  might  be  inferred.    *Jtf. 

03.  Sami — Saub— A  party  who  baa  not  used  a  mark  aa  a  tiade-mark  upon  goods 
of  a  Uke  deaoriptiiNi  to  applicant's  can  Hufier  no  damage  from  its  regiatration 
by  the  latter  ( Jfc/Oenity'j  Stm  v.  JV«ui  Ibtria  Extraa  oj  Tiihatm  Pepper  Co., 
ante,  325;  133  O.  G.,  096,)  and  a  notice  of  oppooition  which  alleges  merely  that 
the  oppoaent  used  the  mark  in  its  advertinng  matter  is  demuirable.    *Id. 

6i.  AtmoN  or  Examinbr  RRroBDiQ  to  Rxoibter  a  Uakk  Not  Bbtiswablx  oh 
PnrnoN . — The  actioo  of  (be  Examiner  of  Trade-Harks  objecting  to  the  epeci- 
mens  filed,  upcn  the  ground  that  they  do  not  show  the  uae  of  the  mark  claimed 
aa  a  trade-mark,  conslitulee  a  refuaal  to  register  the  mark,  which  is  reviewable 
upMi  appeal  and  not  upon  petition.    Ex  parte  Bartloj/  and  Bardag,  142. 

Vb.  ANnarAnoK— "Chancillor  Club"  and  "CLtrB."—fiebf  that  mark  "Chan- 
cellar  Club  "  for  cocktails  ao  neaily  reoemblea  the  prior  registered  mark  "Gub 
Cocktails"  for  the  aame  goods  as  to  be  likely  to  cause  confusitok  in  the  mind 
of  the  pubUc,  and  is  therefore  not  r^pelzable.  *In  rt  S.  C.  Herbit  Importing 
Cbmpor^,  383. 

66.  Rboibtoation ^Exclusive  Use. — Where  the  appellant  applied  under  the 

tem-year  proviso  of  the  act  of  February  20,  1905,  for  the  regtstzation  of  the 
wcHrds  "Old  Tucker"  as  a  trade-mark  for  whisky  and  it  was  shown  that  the 
^pelleehad  used  the  words  "J.  C.  Tucker"  as  a  trade-mark  for  whisky  since 
January  16, 1S02,  Beid  that  the  appellant  is  not  entitled  to  register  the  mark, 
since  it  had  not  had  exclusive  use  of  its  trade-mark  for  the  statuttny  period. 
*BTovm-Forman  Company  v.  £mcA  HUl  Dittiiling  Company,  384. 

67.  Pdbucahon. — "Die  question  whether  any  substantial  change  has  been  made 

by  amendment  after  publication  in  the  class  of  gooda  stated  in  an  application 
for  registration  which  warrants  a  republication  of  the  mark  is  one  which  should 
be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  Examiner  (rf  Tiade-Uarks.  Ex  pole  The  Amerv- 
ton  Wrmger  Company,  145. 

«e.  "EnBiiWBtea-HALTiKK  Anticifatsd  st  "Mai,tinb."— A  tnd»-mark  consists 
ing  of  the  compound  word  "Edelweiss-Maltine"  was  properly  refused  r^is- 
liationinviewof  the  prior  use  of  the  wcerd  "Maltine"  as  a  bwie-mark  f  or  goods 
of  the  same  descriptive  properties.  *  The  Peter  SdtoenJiofm  Braeing  Company 
V.  The  Maltine  Comtxam,  386. 

60.  OprosmoN^-CLABB  or  Goods. — For  the  purpose  of  r«sistrstioii  a  fermented 
malt  liquco'  which  is  advertised  as  a  "pleasing  tasteful  Invigoiating  tonic  as 
well  ae  a  pleasant  beveaage,  for  strengthening  and  building  up  the  system 
recommended  tor  oonvaleecents  and  nuiBing  mothen  by  all  leading  phyai- 
oums,"  must  be  considered  as  goods  of  the  same  descriptive  properties  as  a 
non-alcoholic  viscous  syrup  sold  as  a  medicine  and  tonic,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  in  the  application  for  registiaiion  the  fonner  is  deaignated  as 
lager-beer.  •  The  Peter  Sehoenhofen  Brewing  Company  v.  The  Maltine  Com- 
pany,S81. 

70.  Bajr— MmsBPBEBKNTATiOH  IM   AnvxKTiBiNO.~The  fact  that  a  fermented 

Malt  liquor  to  which  applicant  appbed  its  mark  was  advertised  as  a  tonic 
and  aa  a  product  entirely  different  from  that  described  in  the  iq>triicalion  is 
sufficient  gninnd  for  the  refusal  of  registration.    *Id. 

71.  Saxb — "EDBLWBiaa-UALTiHB"  Sbt  in  an  Ei.abokatk  DaraaN  Antiopatbd 

bt"Haltihb." — A  trade-mark  consisting  of  the  compound  word"Ede!weie8- 
Haltine"  set  in  an  elaborate  [Hcture  or  design  was  properly  refused  registra- 
tion in  view  of  the  prior  use  of  the  word  ' '  llaltine  "  as  a  trademark  for  gooda 
of  the  same  descriptive  properties.    *Id. 

72.  "Sblt-Loabino"— DiecmpTivB.— The  worda  "Self-Loading"  as  applied  to 

a  cartridge  adapted  for  use  with  an  automatic  gun  are  descriptive  and  not 
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t^ietmb1ea«a  technical  trade-nuu'k.  *  Tbt  WinehetUr  Repeating  Arm*  Com- 
pony  V.  Tht  Peten  Cartridge  Company,  401. 

73.  Intbb?brznce— Idbntttx  op    Gooim— The  Question    Saotru)    Nor  Bi 

B&ieED  FOR  THE  FiBST  ToiB  OH  ApPBAL.— The  queetitm  of  interference  in 
fact  ahould  be  raised  befoie  the  Examiner  of  Interferencee  in  accordance  with 
the  requirements  of  Rule  49  of  the  Trade-Hark  Rules  wiUiiii  the  time  stated 
therein.  It  will  not  be  determined  on  appeal  when  not  properly  raised 
below.    •  J.  C.  Somer»  &  Co.  v.  Nearaan,  exeador  oj  J.  F.  Bom,  403. 

74.  Sake— Clabs  of  UBBCBAHnisB.— 2eU  that  an  application  for  registration  of 

a  trade-mark  for  whisky  is  not  reetricted  to  com  whisky.    *Id. 

75.  Anticipation.— A  trade-mark   comprising  the  representation  of  an  eagle 

standing  on  a  rock  and  having  on  its  breast  a  panel  with  "14  K"  thereon  is 
not  registrable  over  the  prior  re^^isliaticoi  for  goods  of  the  same  descriptive 
properties  of  two  marks  tlie  essential  feature  of  each  of  which  is  the  repre- 
sentation of  an  eagle.    Ex  parte  Satrman  &  Forvum,  151. 

76.  Bboibtration  Undek  Invalid  Act  or  1870— Evidbnce  op  Claik  OP  Owneb- 

aHiP.— Although  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  1870  was  held  unconatitutionat,  the 
r^stiation  of  a  mark  under  that  act  ia  evidence  of  a  claim  to  the  mark  by 
the  registrant  as  of  the  date  of  the  registration.  *  Ameriam  Stove  Company -v. 
Detroit  Stove  Worla  et  al.,  407 

77.  Vapor-Stoves  and  Coal-Stovb8  Goods  op  Sahb  DBScupTtTB   Pbofbb- 

TiBs.— Gasolene  and  vapor  stoves  are  used  for  the  same  purpose  as  coal  and 
wood  stoves  and  belong  to  the  same  genus.  One  who  adopts  the  word 
"Jewel"  as  a  trade-mark  for  gasolene  and  vapor  stoves  with  full  knowledge 
of  the  use  at  that  time  of  the  same  word  for  coal  and  wood  stoves  is  not  en  titled 
to  registration .    "Id. 

78.  Saue— Tbstdiont    Sbowino     Manupactuse    op    Ahtici^s— Sales     As- 

SUHED. — In  a  trade-mark  interference  involving  the  WMij  "Jewel"  for  stoves 
the  court  observed  that,  had  the  testimony  established  wiQi  c^tainty  the 
manufacture  of  stoves  bearing  the  mark  in  question,  the  sales  of  such  stoves 
would  have  been  assumed.    'Id. 

79.  Same — Weight  op  Oral  Evidence  Where  Rbcobd  Evidencb  Exism.— ^The 

indefinite  oral  testimony  of  witnesses  as  to  the  sale  of  goods  bearing  a  given 
trade-mark  given  more  than  thirty  years  after  the  events  to  which  the  testi- 
mony relates,  will  not  beaccepted  assufficient  where  it  appears  that  recc»ls 
were  in  existence  which  would  have  proved  the  facts  desired  to  be  proved 
beyond  peiadventure,  had  they  been  consulted.  "Id. 
60.  Rbpusal  to  Rboister — Nor  Reviewable  on  Pbtition. — An  action  by  the 
Examiner  of  Trade-Marks  which  constitutes  a  rejection  of  an  application  is 
appealable  under  section  S  of  the  act  of  1905  and  is  not  therefore  a  matter 
which  is  entitled  to  consideration  on  petition.  Ex  parte  Borelay  A  Barclay, 
154. 

81.  Same — "Food  and  Drugs  Act." — It  is  incumbent  upon  the  Patent  Office 

in  considering  the  registration  of  trade-marks  to  coOperat«  with  the  other 
departments  of  the  Government  in  the  observance  of  the  provinons  of  the  Food 
and  Drugs  Act  of  June  30, 1906,  and  to  that  end  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Examiner 
of  Trade-Marks  to  refuse  (o  register  a  mark  when  in  his  opinion  sUtemente  are 
contained  in  the  labels  presented  which  fall  under  the  category  defined  as 
"miabranded"  in  thatact.    Id. 

82.  Rejection  After  Fubucation — Practicb. — The  fact  that  a  mark  has  been 

publiahed  in  the  Oppicial  Gazette  and  thereafter  opposition  proceedings 
euccessfully  defended  does  not  preclude  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks  from 
refusing  to  raster  the  mark  where  a  statutory  bar  ia  found  or  where  by  reason 
of  the  interpretation  of  the  statutes  relating  to  trade-marks  in  dedsions  rem- 
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dered  by  the  court  and  by  the  CummieeioDer  eubaequeat  to  the  publication 
of  the  inatk  he  ia  of  the  opinion  that  registiation  of  the  mark  should 
be  refused.  Id. 
S3.  Nahe  of  Apfucant. — Where  the  applicant  ie  a  corporation  a  trade-ttame 
which  is  subBtantially  a  reproduction  of  the  corp«»«te  name  cannot  be  reg- 
istered as  a  technical  trade-mark,  'Kentudry  Di»HUeriei  &  WarehovMCom- 
party  v.  OldLtjington  Club  DutUling  Company,  417. 

84.  COHBINATION     OF     DbSCRIFTIVK     AND     GEOGRAPHICAL    TeKHS     NoT    ReOIB- 

TRABLE.^The  word  "Club  "  ae  applied  to  liquors  having  become  descriptive 
and  the  word  "Lesington"  being  geogiaphJcal,  the  term  "Old  Lexington 
Guh"  aa  applied  to  whisky  is  not  registrable  as  a  technical  trade-mark.    *td. 

85.  Exclusive  Use.— A  mark  cannot  be  registered  under  the  "  ten-years' "  clause 

of  the  act  of  February  20,  1905,  where  a  mark  so  nearly  identical  thereto  as 
to  be  likely  to  confuse  and  mislead  the  public  has  been  used  by  another 
during  the  ten  years  next  preceding  the  passage  of  the  act.  "Id. 
Sfl.  RBOieTBATiON — CoNTROLUKo  Fbaturbs.^ — A  mark  is  not  registrable  unless 
its  controlling  features  are  registrable.  {In  re  Hopkint,  C.  D.,  1907,549;  128 
O.  G.,  980;  29  App.  D.  C,  118;  tn  rt  CYeieent  Typm/nter  Supply  Compmg, 
anU,  318;  133  O.  G.,  231.)    Ex  parte  Union  Carbide  Company,  160. 

87.  "Union  Cahbide "— Dbscriptivb  and  Gboobaphical.— The  words  "Union 

t^bide  "  are  not  r^istrable  aa  a  trade-mark  for  calcium  carbid,  as  the  word 
"Union"  ia  geographical  and  the  word  "Carbide"  is  descriptive.    Id. 

88.  "Union  Carbide  "  Ubhely  the  Name  of  Applicant. — The  words  "Union 

Carbide"  Held  not  registrable  by  the  Union  Carbide  Company  as  a  trade- 
mark for  calcium  carbid,  as  these  words  substantially  constitute  th«  name 
of  the  applicant.    Id. 

89.  OpposmoN — AIark   Orioinatino    with   Consumer   Used    ut   Manufac- 

turer.— ^liere  a  customer  orders  a  manufacturer  to  put  up  goods  under  a 
certain  brand,  which  originat«d  with  the  customer,  the  brand  belongs  to 
him  and  not  to  the  manufacturer.  'Midiigan  Cortdensed  MUk  Company  v. 
The  Kennewtg  Company,  423. 
00.  Sajie — Evidence  Considered. — The  evidence  considered  and  held  not  to 
establish  that  Kenneweg  &  Company,  the  predecessor  in  businees  of  the  appli- 
cant, with  whom  the  mark  in  issue  originated  had  only  sji  exclusive  license 
to  use  the  mark  in  a  limited  territory.     *Id. 

91.  Samb — Laches. — The  fact  that  after  discovering  that  the  opponent  was  using 

the  mark  in  issue  applicant  took  no  steps  to  prevent  this  use  does  not  consti- 
tute such  laches  ae  will  defeat  its  right  of  registration.    */</. 

92.  Use  as  a  Trade-Mare  a  Frbbbquisite  to  Reoistratiok. — Where  the 

specimens  filed  with  the  application  for  registration  show  that  the  words 
allied  to  constitute  the  trade-mark  have  not  been  used  as  a  trade-mark, 
registration  should  be  refused.  Ex  parte  The  Magazine  and  Booh  Company 
of  New  rort,  163. 

93.  "Library  Sup"  Dksceittive.— The  words  "Library  Slips"  are  deecriptive 

of  trading-coupons  to  be  used  in  the  purchase  of  books,  libraries,  etc.,  and 
cannot  be  roistered  as  a  technical  trado-mark.    Id. 

94.  ItEoisTRABiLiTy — Nahb  OF  pATBNTBD  ARTICLE. — Applicant  adopted  as  a 

trade-mark  for  injectors  the  word  "Monitor."  These  injectors  were  of  the 
type  shown  in  the  Gresham  patent,  which  had  expired  prior  to  that  time, 
and  also  embodied  the  features  of  the  Wohlers  patent,  which  was  of  limited 
scope.  Later  other  styles  of  injectors  were  made  and  designated  by  various 
names,  of  which  "Monitor"  was  a  part.  None  of  these  injectors  embodied 
the  features  of  the  Wohlers  patent.  Held  that  these  faols  do  not  bring  the 
case  within  the  ruling  of  Siitgrr  Mfg.  Co.  v.  June  (C.  D.,  1896,  687;  75  O.  G., 
89025— a.  Doc.  1349,  60-2—43 
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1703;  163  V.  S.,  im).  and  applicant  ie  eotilled  Ui  ra^Bt«r  the  mark.  *The 
Edna  Smelting  &  Refining  Company  v,  Nathan  ManiifacluriJig  Co.,  436. 

95.  Same— Same. — Where  a  Irade-mark  had  been  applied  to  an  article  prior  to 

the  adoption  of  featuree  covered  by  a  patent,  the  expiiatioo  oi  the  patent 
does  not  terminate  the  eTclueive  right  to  the  UHe  of  the  mark.  (BtcheMer  v. 
Thcmaen,  93  F.  B.,  660.)    *Id. 

96.  Anticipation — "Old  Dutch  Blend" — "Rotal  Ddtch." — The  words  "Old 

Dut^h  Blend  "  ae  a  trade-mark  for  coffee  Held  to  be  anticipat«d  by  the  words 
"Royal  Dutch"  for  the  aame  claaa  of  goods.  Ex  parte  The  Dayton  Spice 
.VaU,  167. 

97.  "F  F  F"  "F  F  F  G" — Intebj«hbncb  in  Fact. — An  interference  in  fact 

exists  between  the  marks  "  F  F  F  "  and  "  F  F  F  G,"  since  there  i§  not  enon^ 
difference  between  the  two  marks  to  prevent  the  ordinary  buyer  from  being 
deceived.    *The  William  Lta  &  Stmt  Company  v.  H.  C.Colt  <t  Company,  168. 

98.  Combination  of  Non-Reoistrable  Marks. — A  legistrable  trade-mark  can- 

not be  made  hy  combining  two  noii'r^Tistnible  words.  Ex  paru  Meyer  Broth- 
en  Coffee  and  Spice  Company,  169. 

99.  "America's  Strbnoth" — Non-Rboisteablb. — "America's  Stiength"  is  not 

registrable  aa  a  trade-mark  for  coffee,  the  word  "America's"  being  geograph- 
ical and  the  word '  'Strength  "  being  deacriptive  of  a  quality  of  the  goods.    Id. 

100.  Opposition— \'bbification. — Section  6  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  sa  amended 

March  2,  1907,  construed  and  held  not  to  require  that  a  notice  of  opposition 
filed  by  an  attorney  shall  be  verified  by  him.     Wellcojnt  v.  Bourn,  170. 

101.  Appeal — Refl'sal  to  Dismiss  Opposition^ — Non-Appbalablb.^No  appeal 

lies  from  a  decision  of  the  Examiner  of  Interferences  refusing  to  dismi^  a 
notice  of  oppoeition  on  the  ground  that  the  notice  was  not  signed  in  conform- 
ity with  the  law.    George  Woetenholm  dc  Son,  Limited,  v.  CrowUy,  174. 

102.  Cancelation-— Section    13  op  the   Tradb-Mark   Act  Construed.— The 

term  "entitled  to  use"  in  section  13  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  means  exclusive 
use,  and  where  it  appcArs  that  the  registiant  was  not  the  first  to  adopt  and 
use  a  mark  the  registration  should  [be  canceled.  FamiUon  v.  The  Alomo  0. 
Blieg  Medical  Company,  180. 

103.  Same — Reoistration  Under   the  "Ten-Year"  Clause. — ^"here  a  non- 

technical raark  is  registered  under  the  "ten-years"  clause  and  it  appears 
that  the  registrant  did  not  during  the  ten  years  next  preceding  the  pasage 
of  the  act  have  sole  use  of  the  mark,  the  registration  should  be  canceled.     Id. 

104.  Same — I'se  ok  Mark  by  AppLicANT.^The  fact  that  a  mark  which  is  reg- 

istered under  the  "(en-years"  clause  is  descriptive  and  that  lhei«fore  the 
applicant  for  cancelation  can  acquire  no  property  rights  therein  is  of  no 
moment  so  far  as  the  rights  of  the  registrant  are  concerned.    Id. 

105.  False  Representation  on  Labels — Mares  Not  Rboistrablb. — The  use 

of  the  words  "  Pure  Old  Rye  Whiskey  "  in  connection  with  a  trade-mark  on 
labels  placed  ou  bottles  containing  whisky  which  is  part  rye  and  part  bour- 
bon and  contains  neutral  spirits  and  coloring-matter  is  such  false  representa- 
tion as  will  disentitle  the  user  of  the  mark  to  r^^ister  the  same.  'Levy  iSc  Co. 
V.  Uri,  (X.  M.  Uri  A  Co.,  SubilitiUfd,)  4BI. 

106.  Purpose  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act. — It  was  the  purpose  of  the  Trade-Mark 

Act  to  protect  manufacturers  and  dealers,  because  in  so  doing  the  public 
would  in  turn  be  protectpd.  It  was  not  the  purpose  of  the  act  to  recognize 
the  right  of  any  person,  firm,  or  corporation  to  deceive  the  public  by  the  use 
of  a  de<^ptive  mark.     *Id. 

107.  Re G  1ST R A BiijTY^ Descriptive  Mark— "Nextobeeh," — A  trade-mark   con- 

sisting ol  the  word  "Nextobeer''  with  a  paraph  thereunder  for  a  "noii-ititoxi- 
cating  malt  beverage  "  Held  merely  descriptive  and  not  registrable.  Ex  parte 
Cenlral  Coniumers  Company,  186. 
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108.  Oppobttion— Vempied    Bbpore    Opponent's    Attohnevs    Iwaud.— i/eM 

that  an  opposition  which  waa  verified  before  a  notary  irho  was  at  the  same 
time  attorney  for  the  opponent  is  invalid.  Tie  IIall'$  Soft  Company  v.  Utr- 
ring-Hall' Marvin  Safe  Company,  473. 

109.  Samb— Same— Not  Cured  bt  Amendbb  OpposmoN  Filed  Late.— Where 

an  objection  was  laieed  in  the  OIGce  that  the  attempted  verification  was 
invalid  becau§e  made  before  and  certified  to  by  a  notary  who  was  at  the 
same  time  the  attorney  of  the  opponent  for  the  protiecution  of  the  opposition 
and  no  leave  was  applied  for  to  cure  the  defect  by  verifying  it  before  a  quali- 
fied notary,  but  the  action  taken  was  to  file  a  new  opposition,  entitled  an 
amendment,  which  was  signed  by  the  same  authorized  representative  officer 
of  the  corporation  and  verified  before  a  proper  notary,  Held  that  this  was 
practically  a  new  opposition  and  aa  nuch  came  too  late.    'Id. 

110.  PiaORrrr. — The  evidence  reviewed  and    Held  to  establish  that  M.  4  Co. 

were  the  first  to  adopt  and  use  the  word  "Eureka"  as  trade-mark  for  prees- 
boards.     Ca^e  Brotkrrt  v.  E.  W.  Murphey  *  Company,  19C. 

111.  Gbade -Mark. —Where  it  waa  imposeible  from  the  nature  of  the  goods  to 

put  the  trade-mark  thereon,  the  fact  that  the  mark  was  not  placed  on  the 
cases  in  which  the  goods  were  shipped  and  that  M.  A  Co.  sent  out  a  circular 
describing  four  grades  of  pren-boarda,  of  which  "Eureka"  was  one,  lleld 
insufficient  to  establish  that  this  mark  waa  used  merely  to  indicate  grade  or 
quality.    Id. 

112.  Use  op  trb  Mark  on  Samples  a  Tradb-Mark  IJsb.- M.  &  Co.  placed  the 

mark  "Eureka"  on  samples  of  prese-boarda  which  were  distributed  to  the 
trade  and  which  were  identical  with  the  boarde  furnished  to  customers  in  all 
reepecta  except  as  to  size,  IJtid  that  thia  waa  auch  an  association  of  the 
mark  with  the  gooda  as  to  confer  upon  M.  &  Co.  the  exclusive  right  to  the 
use  thereof.    Id. 

113.  Cancelation- L'sE  of  Uark  on  Goods  op  Dippehent  DsscRimvE  Prop- 

erties.^The  use  by  the  applicant  for  cancelation  of  a  mark  on  a  dyspepsia 
remedy  fumishea  no  ground  for  canceling  the  registration  of  s'lhetantially  the 
same  mark  for  tooth-powder,  since  these  arti<'les  are  manifestly  of  different 
descriptive  properties.     Graves  v.  Chtndir,  201. 

114.  Samb — REoiaTRATinN    UHDBn    the    "Ten-Ybars"    CLiusE — Applicant's 

Use  Subsequent  tu  tub  Pasbaoe  op  the  Tradb-Mark  Act. — Where  a 
mark  was  registered  under  the  "ten-yeara"clauseof  the  Trade-Mark  Act,  the 
use  of  that  mark  by  the  applicant  for  cancelation  after  the  passage  of  that 
act  is  no  ground  tor  canceling  the  registration.     Id. 

115.  Samb — Mark  Used  Not  Same  as  Mark  Reqibtered — Unessential  Fea- 

tubes. — The  mark  registered  waa  "Graves  Tooth  Powder."  tfrld  that  no 
ground  for  canceling  said  mark  would  be  established  by  showing  that  the 
markactually  used  waa"Dr,  E.  L,  Graves  Tooth  Powder,"  (Standard  Under- 
ground Cahle  Co.,  C.  D.,  1906,  687;  123  0.  G.,  656:  27  App.  D.  C,  320.)     Id. 

116.  Same — Prior  Rboistration  by  Samb  Party. — The  fact  that  a  party  regis- 

tered the  words  "Dr.  E.  L.  Graves  Tooth  Powder"  and  "Dr.  E.  L.  Graves 
Unequalled  Tooth  Powder"  does  not  constitute  a  ground  for  canceling  his 
r^istration  of  the  words  "  Graves  Tooth  Powder, "  (Anhaiur-Butch  Brewing 
Auociation  v.  D.  G.   Vumglinij  tl  al.,  C.  D.,  1907,  232;  129  O.  G.,  3601.)    Id. 

117.  PnioRmr.— Aasuming,  aa  held  by  the  Commissioner  of  Patents,  that  the 

word  "Eureka"  ia  a  valid  trade-mark  for  press-boards  and  that  ita  use  on 
samples  of  such  boards  waa  a  trade-mark  use,  the  evidence  Is  sufficient  to 
justify  the  holding  that  M,  A  Co.  were  entitled  to  register  this  mark.  "Ciue 
BroOter*  v.  B.  W.  Murphty  &  Co.,  479. 
lis.  Cancelation — WrrHDBAWAL  op  Appucation  Therefor. — After  pleadings 
hove  been  filed,  proofs  taken,  and  the  case  ready  for  final  hearing  an  appli- 
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cant  for  cancelation  will  oot  1>«  p«nnitt«d  U 
out  prejudice  to  his  right  tolile  a  new  applies 
Herald  Company,  204. 

119.  Opposttion—"  Victoria  "    Abbociatbd    witb    Mbd&ujon    and    "VtCTOB" 

UPON  Fedrstal  Suppobtino  Pioube  or  Mounted  Eniobt — Disbdiiiar. — 
Htld  that  a  trade-mark  cooaisting  of  the  word  "  Victoria,"  associated  with  a 
medallion  bearing  the  representation  of  the  head  of  the  late  Queen  Victoria 
and  surmounted  by  a  crown  suspended  from  the  letter  "t"  of  said  word,  does 
not  so  nearly  resemble  the  mark  of  the  opponent,  which  consists  of  the  &guTe 
of  a  knight  on  horseback  resting  upon  an  ornamental  pedestal  bearing  the 
inscription  "The  Victor,"  ae  to  be  likely  to  cause  confusion  in  the  mind  of 
the  public,  "Andreto  McLean  Company  v.  Adams  Manvfaetaring  Company, 
187. 

120.  Same — Burdbn  of  Pboof. — Where  the  Patent  Office  hae  decided  that  the 

trade-mark  of  each  party  is  registrable,  the  burden  is  on  the  opponent  to 
show  that  as  a  matter  of  fact  there  is  such  similarity  between  the  marks  as  to 
be  likely  to  cause  confusion  and  deceive  ordinary  purchsaeis.    "Id. 

121.  Appucation— DbClabation,— The   requirements  of   the  swom   declaration 

prescribed  by  Rule  32  of  the  Tiade-Mark  Rules  for  marks  sought  ta  be  regis- 
tered under  the  ten-yeais  proviso  of  section  5  of  the  act  of  1905  must  be  com* 
plied  with.  The  filing  of  a  certified  copy  of  registration  in  a  foreign  country 
for  a  stated  period  does  not  constitute  evidence  of  exclusive  use  of  tlie  mark 
for  ten  years  next  preceding  February  20,  190S,  and  is  not  the  equivalent  of 
the  sworn  statement  of  the  applicant  as  to  the  exclusive  use  during  that  period. 
Er  parU  BechtUin,  209. 

122.  Cancelation— Section  13  of  tbe  Tradb-Uabk  Act.— The  Commissioner 

has  no  authority  to  cancel  a  certificate  of  registration  of  a  trade-mark  except 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  13  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  Frtt- 
niary  20,  1905.     Com  v.  Quirk,  221. 

133.  Interference — Uarkb  iNCLunmo  Star  as  Principal  Featcbe. — Held  that 
a  trade-mark  consistingof  a  six-pointed  star  with  the  letterB"GE"  inscribed 
in  mont^ram  in  the  center  so  nearly  reeembles  the  trade-mark  consislingof 
a  six-pointed  star  surrounded  by  two  circles,  having  inscribed  between  the 
inner  and  outer  circles  the  words  "  The  Celebrated  Star  Lager  Beer, "  as  to 
cause  confusion  in  the  mind  of  the  public  and  dec^ve  purchasers.  *EhrH  v. 
Star  Brewery  Company,  511. 

124.  Reoistbabiljty — The  Lettbrs  "U.  S,"  on  a  Conventional  Sbibld. — 
A  mark  consistiugof  the  letters  "U.  S. "  on  a  conventional  reiseeenlationcrfa 
shield  Held  not  regietiable  on  the  ground  that  the  letters  "V.  8. "  by  reason 
of  their  common  usage  by  the  Government  on  army  accouterments  and  uptm 
other  articles  oE  merchandise,  particularly  when  placed  upon  a  simulation  of 
the  United  States  shield,  should  be  regarded  as  public  insignia,  which  can 
never  become  the  exclusive  property  of  the  applicant,  and  on  the  furtfaw 
ground  that  the  use  of  such  a  mark  would  tend  to  induce  tbe  public  to  believe 
that  the  goods  bearii^  the  same  were  made  by  or  had  tbe  offlciai  approval  of 
the  United  Statee  Government.  Ex  parte  United  Slate*  Samtary  Mani^aO' 
turing  Company,  230. 

V2b.  OpposmoN — Appeal  fboh  Decision  of  Ezabinbr  of  Interferenceb. — 
An  appeal  will  not  be  allowed  from  a  decision  of  the  Exanuner  of  Inlerferencea 
granting  a  motion  to  amend  a  notice  ol  opposition  nor  from  a  decision  denying 
a  molioB  to  dismiss  a  notice  of  opposttion.  Peerlett  Rt^btr  Mani^aetuHng 
Company  v.  Gorham  Rvbbtr  Company.  239. 

126.  Descriptive  Wordb  Printbd  in  Fancifui,  Letteeb— ExcLOaiva  UsB, — 
The  fact  that  the  mark  used  by  applicant  for  re^tration  is  printed  in 
fanciful  letters  Held  insufficient  to  justify  the  lustration  of  the  same  under 
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the  "i^a-years"  clause  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  of  February  20,  1905,  where 
eaidmukisDoteoimlikeawordueedoniCsgoodaby  the  oppoeer as  to  prevent 
coDfuaion  in  the  mind  of  the  public,  citing  Tht  Natural  Food  Company  v. 
Williami  {anU,  320;  133  O.  G.,  232)  and  Kentveky  DittilUne»  &  Warehenue 
Company  v.  OMUiXRgUin  Club  Dutilling  Company  (anU,  417;  135  O.  G.,  220.) 
American  Steam  Packing  Cojnpany  v.  H.  W.  Johni-Manvillt  Company,  242. 

127.  Interpbkence — Priority. ^In   a,    trade-mark   interference  which   involves 

only  appIicationB  for  r^;utration  IE  ao  teetimony  ie  taken  priority  of  adoption 
and  use  will  be  rendered  in  favor  of  the  senior  party.  Lowden  v.  Allen  Broth- 
ert  Company,  247. 

128.  CoAT-or-Aiuis  or  a  Forkion  Nation. — A  trade-mark  comprising  the  coat- 

of-anns  of  a  foreign  country  is  not  registrable  under  the  provisione  of  section 

5  of  the  Trade-Mark  Act  o(  1906,  even  though  registration  of  said  mark  has  tieen 
allowed  in  such  foreign  country.  Ex  parte  Soditi  pour  le  Commerce  <U  The 
K  &  C  Popoff  Prirtt,  249. 

129.  Dbscriptivb — "Bestok." — The  word  "Beetok"  i7eU  descriptive,  being  a 

mere  misspellii^  of  the  words  "beet  stock. "  Ex  parte  Seott  Paper  Company, 
254. 

130.  Same— Sank— Addition  of  AHBiTKAitT  FBATuaBS.— The   word    "Beetok" 

being  descriptive  and  not  registrable  alone,  ia  not  rendered  r^istrable  by 
the  aasociation  therewith  of  the  minor  details  of  an  ornamental  border  and 

131.  Motion  to  Disbolvb  lMPBOPBiti.r  Filbd  Undbb  Rule  48. — Rule  4S  of  the 

Trade-Hark  Rules  of  Practice  does  not  provide  for  the  Sling  of  motions,  and  a 
motion  purportiDg  to  be  filed  thereunder  submitting  a  motion  to  dissolve  the 
interference  and  requeetiug  its  transmiHsion  to  the  Examiner  of  Trade-Marks 
may  properly  be  dismissed.     The  William  Lea  Ss  Sons  Company  v.  IT.  C.  Cole 

6  Company,  276. 

132.  Motion  to  Disbolvb  Based  on  Tebtuiont  Ik  proper.  ^The  facts  adduced 

during  the  taking  of  testimony  in  a  trade-mark  interference  tending  toshow 
a  misbranding  under  the  Food  and  Drugs  Act  by  the  oppodng  party  doee  not 
Form  a  proper  basie  for  a  motion  to  dissolve.    Id. 

133.  Alterkatives.— The  words  "Old  Judge"  and  a  so-called  pictorial  representa- 

tion of  an  old  judge  are  not  altemativee,  since  the  picture  does  not  have  any 
such  characteristics  as  would  cause  the  same  to  be  deeiguated  by  the  name 
"Old  Judge"  unless  associated  with  the  words  "Old  Judge."  Herbtt  v.  7^ 
RoUienlierg  Co.,  277. 

134.  Opposition — Paioa    iNTEBrKBENCE — Reb  Adjudicata. — A  decision  in  an 

interference  involving  a  trade-mark  consisting  of  the  words  "Old  Judge" 
does  not  render  the  question  of  registration  of  the  picture  of  an  old  man  rea 
adjuditata,  although  the  exhibits  in  the  interference  showed  that  the  words 
' '  Old  Judge  "  were  used  by  one  of  the  parties  in  connection  with  the  picture. 
Id. 

135.  Appucation— Not   Priha   Facib   Evidbmoe   op  Ownership.— Under  the 

Trade-Mark  Act  of  1906  an  application  tor  r^psfiation  does  not  constitute 
evidence  of  adoption  and  use  of  the  maik  claimed  as  of  the  date  of  the  applica- 
tion, as  Iho  application  is  not  prima  fiteie  evidence  of  ownership.  Greene, 
Twted  A  Co.  V.  Manv/aaureri'  Belt  JJook  Company,  294. 

136.  Opposition— Oppob BE  Need  Not  be  Entitled  to  Reoistkation.— In  order 

thatan  opposition  shall  be  sustained,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  oppoeer  him- 
self shall  be  entitled  to  re^tration.    Id. 

137.  SiuiiiABrn'  op  Mabes — "Blaeb's  Belt  Studs." — A  mark  comprising  the 

wiffde  "Qenuine  Blake's  Belt  FastenerB,"  the  word  "Genuine"  being  printed 
with  a  large  "G"  which  almost  completely  incloses  the  remaindw  of  the 
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word,  and  acroee  which  there  is  vertically  arranged  the  repreaentatiou  of  a 
belt-fastener,  Htld  not  entitled  to  registration  in  view  of  the  prior  adoption 
and  uae  by  another  of  the  words  "Blake's  Belt  Studs."    Id. 

138.  Opposition— SiMiLAFrrr    of   M4BK8— Phoop   op   Actual    Conpusion.— In 

an  opposition  proceeding  where  murka  are  bo  alike  that  it  is  evident  that  con- 
fusion is  likely  to  arise  it  ia  not  necessary  for  the  oppoeer  to  prove  actual  con- 
fusion in  order  to  prevent  r^istration,  (citing  G,  W.  Cole  Co.  v.  Marthall 
Oil  Co.,  anU,  88;  133  0.  G.,  994.)  The  NorthwtHem  CoruolidaUd  MiJlijig 
Company  v.  Williant  Callam  &  Son,  297. 

139.  Same — "Cbrtosa"   and  "Ceresota." — The  word   "Certoea"  as  a  trade- 

mark for  flour  80  Dearly  resembles  the  word  "C«reeota"  used  for  the  sama 
class  of  goods  as  to  be  likely  to  cause  confusion  in  trade.    Id. 

TRANSMISSION  OF  MOTIONS.  See  InUr/erena:,  2,  3.  4.  14,  54;  Motvm  to 
Amend  AppliaUions;  Motion  to  DiKmlre  Inter/erente,  2,  4,  5,  8,  9,  10,  11,  12, 
13,  14,  15;  Trade-MaThi,  131. 
I NTEKPBRBNCE— Interlocutory  Appeal. — The  question  of  transmitting  motions 
to  dissolve  should  be  left  largely  to  the  discretion  of  the  Eiutminer  of  Inter- 
ferencee,  and  where  he  giants  a  motion  to  tiansmit  his  decision  will  not  be 
disturbed  unless  it  be  clearly  shown  that  such  discretion  has  been  abused. 
Pickard  v.  Aihton  and  Curtu,  241. 

TivO  APPLICATIONS  BY  SAME  INVENTOR. 

Double  Patenting — Only  One  Patent  Issued.— P.  filed  an  application  and 
assigned  it  to  V.  I..ater  he  filed  a  second  application  for  the  same  invention 
and  assigned  it  to  W.  A  patent  was  issued  on  the  latter  application.  Held 
that  this  patent  is  a  bar  to  the  issuance  of  a  patent  on  the  earlier  application. 
*In  re  Pearmll,  420. 

USE  OF  PATENTED  MACHINES.    See  Injunetim. 

WAIVER.     See  Reopening  of  Interferena. 

WITHDRAWAL  OF  AMENDMENT.    See  Amendment!,  1. 

WITHDRAWAL   OF  APPLICATION   FOR   CANCELATION.     See  Trade- Mark*. 
118. 

WITNESSES.    See  Interference,  5, 17.  28,  36,  38;  Teatimony.  1,  2,  6,  7,  VL 
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